
           
DRAFT AGENDA

 
REGULAR COUNCIL MEETING
TUESDAY
MARCH 1, 2016

  COUNCIL CHAMBERS
211 WEST ASPEN AVENUE

4:00 P.M. AND 6:00 P.M.
 

4:00 P.M. MEETING
 

Individual Items on the 4:00 p.m. meeting agenda may be postponed to the
6:00 p.m. meeting.

             
1. CALL TO ORDER 

 
NOTICE OF OPTION TO RECESS INTO EXECUTIVE SESSION

 
Pursuant to A.R.S. §38-431.02, notice is hereby given to the members of the City Council and to
the general public that, at this regular meeting, the City Council may vote to go into executive
session, which will not be open to the public, for legal advice and discussion with the City’s
attorneys for legal advice on any item listed on the following agenda, pursuant to A.R.S.
§38-431.03(A)(3).

 

2. ROLL CALL

NOTE: One or more Councilmembers may be in attendance telephonically or by other
technological means.

MAYOR NABOURS
VICE MAYOR BAROTZ
COUNCILMEMBER BREWSTER
COUNCILMEMBER EVANS

COUNCILMEMBER ORAVITS
COUNCILMEMBER OVERTON
COUNCILMEMBER PUTZOVA

 

3. PLEDGE OF ALLEGIANCE AND MISSION STATEMENT 

MISSION STATEMENT
The mission of the City of Flagstaff is to protect and enhance the quality of life of its citizens.

 

4. APPROVAL OF MINUTES FROM PREVIOUS MEETINGS
 

5. PUBLIC PARTICIPATION 

Public Participation enables the public to address the Council about an item that is not on the
agenda. Comments relating to items that are on the agenda will be taken at the time that the
item is discussed. If you wish to address the Council at tonight's meeting, please complete a
comment card and submit it to the recording clerk as soon as possible. Your name will be called
when it is your turn to speak. You may address the Council up to three times throughout the
meeting, including comments made during Public Participation. Please limit your remarks to
three minutes per item to allow everyone an opportunity to speak. At the discretion of the Chair,
ten or more persons present at the meeting and wishing to speak may appoint a representative



ten or more persons present at the meeting and wishing to speak may appoint a representative
who may have no more than fifteen minutes to speak.

 

6. PROCLAMATIONS AND RECOGNITIONS
 

7. APPOINTMENTS

Pursuant to A.R.S. §38-431.02, notice is hereby given to the members of the City Council and to
the general public that the City Council may vote to go into executive session, which will not be
open to the public, for the purpose of discussing or considering employment, assignment,
appointment, promotion, demotion, dismissal, salaries, disciplining or resignation of a public
officer, appointee, or employee of any public body...., pursuant to A.R.S. §38-431.03(A)(1).

 

A.   Consideration of Appointments:  Tourism Commission.
 

  RECOMMENDED ACTION:
  Make three appointments to terms expiring January 2019.

Make one appointment to a term expiring January 2017.
 

B.   Consideration of Appointments:  Beautification and Public Art Commission.
 

  RECOMMENDED ACTION:
  Make two appointments to terms expiring June 2018.
 

C.   Consideration of Appointments:  Heritage Preservation Commission.
 

  RECOMMENDED ACTION:
  Make three appointments to terms expiring December 2018.
 

D.   Consideration of Appointments:  Board of Adjustment.
 

  RECOMMENDED ACTION:
  Make two appointments to terms expiring May 2018.
 

E.   Consideration of Appointments:  Library Board.
 

  RECOMMENDED ACTION:
  Make one appointment to a term expiring November 2016.

Make one appointment to a term expiring November 2018.
 



             
F.   Consideration of Appointments:  Transportation Commission.

 

  RECOMMENDED ACTION:
  Make one appointment to a term expiring July 2018.

Make one appointment to a term expiring July 2019.
 

G.   Consideration of Appointments:  Northern Arizona Intergovernmental Public
Transportation Authority (NAIPTA) Transit Advisory Committee (TAC) Citizen
Alternate Appointment.

 

  RECOMMENDED ACTION:
  Make one appointment to a term expiring October 2018.
 

8. LIQUOR LICENSE PUBLIC HEARINGS

None
 

9. CONSENT ITEMS

All matters under Consent Agenda are considered by the City Council to be routine and will be
enacted by one motion approving the recommendations listed on the agenda. Unless otherwise
indicated, expenditures approved by Council are budgeted items.

 

A.   Consideration and Approval of Cooperative Contract:  Purchase of two (2)
Residential Side Load Refuse Trucks and two (2) Commercial Front Load Refuse Trucks
from Rush Truck Center through the Cooperative Purchase Agreement with the City Of
Tempe, Contract# T15-097-01.

 

  RECOMMENDED ACTION:
  Approve the purchase of two (2) 2017 Peterbilt 320 Cab and Chassis including Scorpion

Side Load Bodies in the amount of $264,268.64 each, and two (2) 2017 Peterbilt 320 Cab
and Chassis including McNeilus Front Load Bodies in the amount of $258,996.37 each,
for a total purchase amount of $1,046,530.02.  

 

B.   Consideration and Approval of Purchase:   Two (2) Police Interceptor Utility Vehicles
 

  RECOMMENDED ACTION:
  Approve the purchase of two (2) 2016 Ford Police Interceptor Utility Vehicles from Peoria

Ford (current contract holder) out of a City of Flagstaff Contingency Fund account.  These
funds were identified as the preferred purchase account by the Budget Committee.  The
total purchase price for these two (2) vehicles would be $57,988.88 (taxes and fees
included).

 



             
10. ROUTINE ITEMS
 

A.   Consideration and Adoption of Ordinance No. 2016-09:  An ordinance to enter into a
third Amendment to Development Agreement (DA) with Nestle-Purina Petcare Company to
extend the agreement and underlying lease for up to six months (Possible extension of
development agreement with Nestle-Purina).

 

  RECOMMENDED ACTION:
  1) Read Ordinance No. 2016-09 by title only for the final time

2) City Clerk reads Ordinance No. 2016-09 by title only (if approved above)
3) Adopt Ordinance No. 2016-09

 

B.   Consideration and Adoption of Resolution No.  2016-07:  A resolution to adopt the 
Coconino County Multi-Jurisdictional Hazard Mitigation Plan 

 

  RECOMMENDED ACTION:
  1) Read Resolution No. 2016-07 by title only

2) City Clerk reads Resolution No. 2016-07 by title only (if approved above)
3) Adopt Resolution No. 2016-07

 

C.   Consideration and Adoption of Clean-Up Ordinances:

Consideration and Adoption of Ordinance No. 2016-11:  An ordinance of the City
Council of the City of Flagstaff Amending the Flagstaff City Code, Title 1, Administrative,
Chapter 15, Municipal Court, Division 1, Section 2, Municipal Judge, Presiding Magistrate,
Hearing Officers, to Require all Municipal Judges to be Admitted to the Practice of Law in
the State of Arizona; Providing for Repeal of Conflicting Ordinances, Severability, and
Establishing an Effective Date  (Municipal Judge Qualifications)

Consideration and Adoption of Ordinance No. 2016-12:  An ordinance of the City
Council of the City of Flagstaff, Amending the Flagstaff City Code, Title 1, Administrative,
Chapter 24, Insurance, Division 1, Section 7, Insurance, to Increase the Authority of the City
Manager to Settle Claims up to Fifty Thousand Dollars; Providing for Repeal of Conflicting
Ordinances, Severability, and Establishing an Effective Date.  (Bringing City Code
Consistent with Charter Regarding City Manager's Authority to Settle Claims)

Consideration and Adoption of Ordinance No.  2016-13:  An ordinance of the City
Council of the City of Flagstaff, Amending the Flagstaff City Code, Title 11, General Plans
and Subdivisions, Chapter 20, Subdivision and Land Split Procedures and Requirements,
Division 1, Sections 30 and 40, Pre-Application Conference, and Land Split and
Combination Applications, to Provide Opportunity for Additional Lot Splits for Long-Term
Parcel Owners; Providing for Repeal of Conflicting Ordinances, Severability, and
Establishing an Effective Date.  (Lot Splits)

 

  RECOMMENDED ACTION:
  At the Council Meeting of March 1, 2016:



  At the Council Meeting of March 1, 2016:
1) Read Ordinance No. 2016-11 by title only for the first time
2) City Clerk reads Ordinance No. 2016-11 by title only (if approved above)
3) Read Ordinance No. 2016-12 by title only for the first time
4) City Clerk reads Ordinance No. 2016-12 by title only (if approved above)
5) Read Ordinance No. 2016-13 by title only for the first time
6) City Clerk reads Ordinance No. 2016-13 by title only (if approved above)
At the Council Meeting of March 22, 2016:
7) Read Ordinance No. 2016-11 by title only for the final time
8) City Clerk reads Ordinance No. 2016-11 by title only (if approved above)
9) Adopt Ordinance No. 2016-11
10) Read Ordinance No. 2016-12 by title only for the final time
11) City Clerk reads Ordinance No. 2016-12 by title only (if approved above)
12) Adopt Ordinance No. 2016-12
13) Read Ordinance No. 2016-13 by title only for the final time
14) City Clerk reads Ordinance No. 2016-13 by title only (if approved above)
15) Adopt Ordinance No. 2016-13
 

 

D.   Consideration and Adoption of Resolution No. 2016-05 A Resolution to abandon
1,103 Sq. Ft. of sewer easement, recorded in Docket 196, Pg. 613 Coconino County.
(Resolution to abandon an unused sewer easement near Route 66 and Ponderosa
Parkway) 

 

  RECOMMENDED ACTION:
  1)  Read Resolution No. 2016-05 by title only

2)  City Clerk reads Resolution No. 2016-05 by title only (if approved above)
3) Adopt Resolution No. 2016-05

 

E.   Consideration and Adoption of Resolution No. 2016-04:  A Resolution to abandon a
vacant public utility easement. Recorded in Coconino County, Docket 245, Pg. 5, over,
under and across; 3025 E. Industrial Dr., APN 107-15-013B and 107-30-022A, 2201 N.
Vickey St., APN 107-15-015, and 2225 N. Steves Boulevard, APN. 107-30-012. 
(Resolution to abandon an unused public utility easement)

 

  RECOMMENDED ACTION:
  1)  Read Resolution No. 2016-04 by title only.

2)  City Clerk reads Resolution No. 2016-04 by title only if approved above.
3) Adopt Resolution No. 2016-04

 

RECESS 

6:00 P.M. MEETING

RECONVENE
 

NOTICE OF OPTION TO RECESS INTO EXECUTIVE SESSION



NOTICE OF OPTION TO RECESS INTO EXECUTIVE SESSION
 

Pursuant to A.R.S. §38-431.02, notice is hereby given to the members of the City Council
and to the general public that, at this regular meeting, the City Council may vote to go into
executive session, which will not be open to the public, for legal advice and discussion with
the City’s attorneys for legal advice on any item listed on the following agenda, pursuant to
A.R.S. §38-431.03(A)(3).

 

11. ROLL CALL

NOTE: One or more Councilmembers may be in attendance telephonically or by other
technological means.

MAYOR NABOURS
VICE MAYOR BAROTZ
COUNCILMEMBER BREWSTER
COUNCILMEMBER EVANS

COUNCILMEMBER ORAVITS
COUNCILMEMBER OVERTON
COUNCILMEMBER PUTZOVA

 

12. PUBLIC PARTICIPATION
 

13. CARRY OVER ITEMS FROM THE 4:00 P.M. AGENDA
 

14. PUBLIC HEARING ITEMS
 

A.   Public Hearing, Consideration, and Adoption of Ordinance No. 2016-08:   An
ordinance of the Flagstaff City Council amending the Flagstaff Zoning Map Downtown
Regulating Plan designation of approximately 0.29 acres of land generally located west of
the southwest corner of Mikes Pike and Phoenix Avenue from the T4 Neighborhood 1 -
Open (T4N.1-O) and T5 Main Street (T5) transect zones to the T4 Neighborhood 2 (T4N.2)
transect zone and of approximately 1.35 acres located at 17 S Mikes Pike from the T4
Neighborhood 1 - Open (T4N.1-O) transect zone to the T5 Main Street (T5) transect zone,
conditional.  (The Hub Zoning Map Amendment)

 

  RECOMMENDED ACTION:
  1)  Read Ordinance No. 2016-08 by title only for the final time

2) City Clerk reads Ordinance No. 2016-08 by title only (if approved above)
3)  Adopt Ordinance No. 2016-08.

 

15. REGULAR AGENDA
 

A. Discussion and Possible Action re: Current Issues Before the Arizona Legislature
 

16. DISCUSSION ITEMS
 

17. FUTURE AGENDA ITEM REQUESTS



17. FUTURE AGENDA ITEM REQUESTS

After discussion and upon agreement by a majority of all members of the Council, an item will
be moved to a regularly-scheduled Council meeting.

 

A.   Future Agenda Item Request (F.A.I.R.): A request by Councilmember Putzova to place on
a future agenda a discussion on Regional Plan Goals/Policies regarding Climate Change.

 

18. INFORMATIONAL ITEMS AND REPORTS FROM COUNCIL AND STAFF, FUTURE
AGENDA ITEM REQUESTS 

 

19. ADJOURNMENT
 

CERTIFICATE OF POSTING OF NOTICE

The undersigned hereby certifies that a copy of the foregoing notice was duly posted at Flagstaff City Hall on ____________ ,
at _________ a.m./p.m. in accordance with the statement filed by the City Council with the City Clerk.

Dated this _____ day of _________________, 2016.
 

 

____________________________________
Elizabeth A. Burke, MMC, City Clerk                                 



  7. A.             
CITY OF FLAGSTAFF
STAFF SUMMARY REPORT

To: The Honorable Mayor and Council

From: Stacy Saltzburg, Deputy City Clerk

Date: 06/25/2015

Meeting Date: 03/01/2016

TITLE: 
Consideration of Appointments:  Tourism Commission.

RECOMMENDED ACTION:
Make three appointments to terms expiring January 2019.
Make one appointment to a term expiring January 2017.

Executive Summary:
The mission of the Tourism Commission is to develop, promote, and maintain Flagstaff as a year-round
visitor destination with professional visitor services that will benefit the community economically,
environmentally, and socially.  The Tourism Commission makes recommendations to the Council
concerning expenditure of the tourism portion of the Bed, Board and Booze ("BBB") tax, a 2% local
transaction privilege tax. The Tourism Commission consists of seven citizens serving three-year terms.
There are currently four seats available. It is important to fill vacancies on Boards and Commissions
quickly so as to allow the Commission to continue meeting on a regular basis.

There are ten applications on file for consideration by the Council, they are as follows:
  

Jose Alvarado (new applicant)
Josh Bangle (new applicant)
Joann Clark (new applicant)
Thomas D'Agostino (new applicant)
Dino Dulbson (current commissioner)
Lynda Fleischer (new applicant)
Nicholas Gabriel (new applicant)
Debbi Grogan (current commissioner)
Katherine Elizabeth Roe (new applicant)
Caleb Schiff (new applicant)

In an effort to reduce exposure to personal information the applicant roster and applications will be
submitted to the City Council separately.
  
COUNCIL APPOINTMENT ASSIGNMENT: Councilmember Brewster, Councilmember Evans, Mayor
Nabours and Councilmember Oravits

Financial Impact:
These are voluntary positions and there is no budgetary impact to the City of Flagstaff.



Connection to Council Goal and/or Regional Plan:
There is no Council goal that specifically addresses appointments to Boards and Commissions; however,
boards and commissions do provide input and recommendations based on City Council goals that may
pertain to the board or commission work plan.

Has There Been Previous Council Decision on This:
The City Council recently took action to eliminate the specialty designations associated with the Tourism
Commission. 

Options and Alternatives:
1) Appoint four Commissioners: By appointing members at this time, the Tourism Commission will be
at full membership, allowing the group to meet and provide recommendations to the City Council.

2) Table the action to allow for further discussion or expand the list of candidates. 

Community Benefits and Considerations:
The City's boards, commissions, and committees were created to foster public participation and input
and to encourage Flagstaff citizens to take an active role in city government. 

Community Involvement:
INFORM: The vacancies are posted on the City's website and individual recruitment and mention of the
opening by Commission members and City staff has occurred, informing others of this vacancy through
word of mouth. 

Attachments:  Tourism Roster
Tourism Authority



City of Flagstaff, AZ

NAME APPOINTED TERM EXPIRES

TOURISM COMMISSION  MEMBERS

TRAINING 
COMPLETED

2348 Keams Canyon Trail

Abeyta, Ruben

Flagstaff, AZ  86001

General Manager/Fairfield Inn by Marriott

07/15/2014 01/17 10/27/2014

Cell Phone: 505-515-5006
Term: (1st 7/14-1/17)

2480 E. Lucky Lane

Dullbson, Dino

Flagstaff, AZ  86004

General Manager/Owner/Econo Lodge

02/19/2013 01/16 02/16/2012

Cell Phone: 928-380-3450
Term: (1st 2/10 - 1/13; 2nd 1/13 - 1/16)

3616 Fox Lair Dr.

Grogan, Debbi

Flagstaff, AZ  86004

Owner/Peak Events, LLC

01/16 No

Cell Phone: 928-606-5601
Term: (1st 2/15-01/16)

3834 N. Paradise Rd.

Murphy, Ben

Flagstaff, AZ  86004

Founder/Lead Guide/All-Star Grand Canyon 
Tours

01/06/2015 01/18 No

Cell Phone: 928-864-9554
Term: (1st 1/15-1/18)

Thursday, February 04, 2016 Page 1 of 2



City of Flagstaff, AZ

902 N. Fox Hill

Pappas, Lori

Flagstaff, AZ  86004

Market Segment Manager/Suddenlink

02/19/2013 01/16 04/24/2008

Work Phone: 928-266-0693
Term: (1st 11/07 - 1/10; 2nd 1/10 - 1/13; 3rd 
1/13-1/16)

2697 N. Sandstone Way

Shields, Susan

Flagstaff, AZ  86004

Director of Sales/Little America Hotel

02/13/2014 01/17 No

Cell Phone: 928-637-5467
Term: (1st 2/14-1/17)

Z-VACANT, 01/17 No

Staff Representative: Heidi Hansen

As Of: February 04, 2016

Thursday, February 04, 2016 Page 2 of 2





























  7. B.             
CITY OF FLAGSTAFF
STAFF SUMMARY REPORT

To: The Honorable Mayor and Council

From: Stacy Saltzburg, Deputy City Clerk

Date: 02/04/2016

Meeting Date: 03/01/2016

TITLE: 
Consideration of Appointments:  Beautification and Public Art Commission.

RECOMMENDED ACTION:
Make two appointments to terms expiring June 2018.

Executive Summary:
The Beautification and Public Art Commission consists of seven citizens, and recommends expenditures
from the BBB beautification fund and public art portion of the BBB arts and science fund. It studies and
recommends community beautification projects ranging from landscaping and irrigation, signs and
billboards, buildings, facilities, streetscapes, gateways, the purchase and installation of public art projects
within beautification projects, property acquisition for beautification and/or public art projects, and
neighborhood-initiated projects, to mention a few.

There are currently two seats available. It is important to fill vacancies on Boards and Commissions
quickly so as to allow the Commission to continue meeting on a regular basis.

There are four applications currently on file, they are as follows:
  

Andres Adauto (new applicant)
Jasmine Barber-Winter (new applicant)
Robert Chambers (current commissioner)
Erin Joyce (new applicant)
 

In an effort to reduce exposure to personal information the applicant roster and applications will be
submitted to the City Council separately.

Council Appointment Assignment: Mayor Nabours and Vice Mayor Barotz
   



   

Financial Impact:
These are voluntary positions and there is no budgetary impact to the City of Flagstaff. 

Connection to Council Goal and/or Regional Plan:
There is no Council goal that specifically addresses appointments to Boards and Commissions; however,
boards and commissions do provide input and recommendations based on City Council goals that may
pertain to the board or commission work plan.

Has There Been Previous Council Decision on This:
The City Council recently took action to eliminate the specialty designations associated
with the Beautification and Public Art Commission.  

Options and Alternatives:
1) Appoint two Commissioners; by appointing Commissioners at this time, the Beautification and Public
Art Commission will be at full membership, allowing the group to meet and provide recommendations to
the City Council.

2) Table the action to allow for further discussion or expand the list of candidates.

Community Benefits and Considerations:
The City's boards, commissions, and committees were created to foster public participation and input
and to encourage Flagstaff citizens to take an active role in city government. 

Community Involvement:
INFORM: The vacancies are posted on the City's website and individual recruitment and mention of the
opening by Board members and City staff has occurred, informing others of these vacancies through
word of mouth. 

Attachments:  BPAC Roster
BPAC Authority



City of Flagstaff, AZ

NAME APPOINTED TERM EXPIRES

BEAUTIFICATION AND PUBLIC ART COMMISSION  MEMBERS

TRAINING 
COMPLETED

429 E. David

Averbeck, George

Flagstaff, AZ  86001

Glass Artist/Self

05/20/2014 06/17 No

Cell Phone: 928-600-1158
Term: (1st 5/14-6/17)

103 N. Bonito #1

Chambers, Robert

Flagstaff, AZ  86001

Illustrator/Designer/Self

12/04/2012 06/15 11/04/2013

Term: (1st 12/12-6/15)

4884 Bright Angel Trail

Clark, Dan

Flagstaff, AZ  86005

Retired

10/20/2015 6/18 No

Home Phone: 760-793-6681
Term: (1st 10/15-6/18)

508 W. Tombstone

Doyle, Anne, Chairman

Flagstaff, AZ  86001

Heritage Program Manager/Museum of 
Northern Arizona

05/20/2014 06/17 10/20/2011

Cell Phone: 928-607-2066
Term: (1st 6/11 - 6/14; 2nd 6/14-6/17)

216 S. Beaver St.

Gardner, Emma

Flagstaff, AZ  86001

Artist/Self

10/01/2013 06/16 03/12/2013

Home Phone: 928-607-5039
Term: (1st 12/12-6/13; 2nd 6/13-6/16)

Thursday, February 04, 2016 Page 1 of 2



City of Flagstaff, AZ

816 N. Kendrick Sr.

Hasenbank, Jason, Vice Chairman

Flagstaff, AZ  86001

Owner/Off The Wall Entertainment

10/01/2013 06/16 11/04/2013

Home Phone: 928-607-3001
Term: (1st 10/13 - 6/16)

Z-VACANT, 06/15 No

Staff Representative: Karl Eberhard

As Of: February 04, 2016

Thursday, February 04, 2016 Page 2 of 2





























  7. C.             
CITY OF FLAGSTAFF
STAFF SUMMARY REPORT

To: The Honorable Mayor and Council

From: Stacy Saltzburg, Deputy City Clerk

Date: 02/04/2016

Meeting Date: 03/01/2016

TITLE: 
Consideration of Appointments:  Heritage Preservation Commission.

RECOMMENDED ACTION:
Make three appointments to terms expiring December 2018.

Executive Summary:
The Heritage Preservation Commission advises the City Council on all matters relating to historic
preservation, and reviews development projects in designated historic districts; it consists of seven
citizen members. There are currently three seats available. It is important to fill vacancies on Boards and
Commissions quickly so as to allow the Commission to continue meeting on a regular basis.

There are six applications on file for consideration by the Council, they are as follows:
  

Terry Greene (new applicant)
Jerry McLaughlin (new applicant)
Richard Rummel (new applicant)
Philip Scandura (current commissioner)
James Speed (new applicant)
Charlie Webber (new applicant)
 

In an effort to reduce exposure to personal information the applicant roster and applications will be
submitted to the City Council separately.

 
COUNCIL APPOINTMENT ASSIGNEMENT: Councilmember Evans, Councilmember Overton and
Mayor Nabours

Financial Impact:
These are voluntary positions and there is no budgetary impact to the City of Flagstaff. 
   



   

Connection to Council Goal and/or Regional Plan:
There is no Council goal that specifically addresses appointments to Boards and Commissions; however,
boards and commissions do provide input and recommendations based on City Council goals that may
pertain to the board or commission work plan.

Has There Been Previous Council Decision on This:
The City Council recently took action to eliminate the specialty designations associated with the Heritage
Preservation Commission. 

Options and Alternatives:
1) Appoint three Commissioners; by appointing members at this time, the Heritage
Preservation Commission will be at full membership, allowing the group to meet and provide
recommendations to the City Council.

2) Table the action to allow for further discussion or expand the list of candidates. 

Community Benefits and Considerations:
The City's boards, commissions, and committees were created to foster public participation and input
and to encourage Flagstaff citizens to take an active role in city government. 

Community Involvement:
INFORM: The vacancies are posted on the City's website and individual recruitment and mention of the
opening by Commission members and City staff has occurred, informing others of this vacancy through
word of mouth. 

Attachments:  HPC Roster
HPC Authority



City of Flagstaff, AZ

NAME APPOINTED TERM EXPIRES

HERITAGE PRESERVATION COMMISSION  MEMBERS

TRAINING 
COMPLETED

3430 S. Moore Circle

Brydenthal, Kurt

Flagstaff, AZ  86005

Retired

10/20/2015 12/17 11/13/2015

Home Phone: 630-926-9550
Term: (1st 10/15-12/17)

215 N. Park

Corbin, Lynne

Flagstaff, AZ  86001

Project Director/NAU

03/03/2015 12/16 03/12/2013

Home Phone: 928-774-8471
Term: (1st 3/15-12/16)

209 E. Cottage Ave.

Day, Jonathan, Vice Chairman

Flagstaff, AZ  86001

Self Employed

07/15/2014 12/16 No

Home Phone: 928-853-3503
Term: (1st 8/12 - 12/13; 2nd 12/13-12/16)

614 W. Santa Fe Ave.

Dunn, Laurel

Flagstaff, AZ  86001

Owner/England House Bed & Breakfast

08/27/2012 12/15 10/20/2011

Home Phone: 928-214-7350
Term: (1st 08/10-12/12; 2nd 12/12 - 12/15)

3631 N. Schevene Blvd.

Edwards, Josh

Flagstaff, AZ  86004

Archaeologist/Cornerstone Environmental

01/06/2015 12/17 02/19/2015

Cell Phone: 928-380-0373
Term: (1st 1/15-12/17)

Thursday, February 04, 2016 Page 1 of 2



City of Flagstaff, AZ

4853 S. Bright Angel Trail

Scandura, Philip

Flagstaff, AZ  86001

Staff Engineer - Aerospace/Honeywell

12/18/2012 12/15 03/18/2010

Home Phone: 928-214-8194
Term: (1st 8/10 - 12/12; 2nd 12/12-12/15)

3001 N. Schevene Blvd.

Zimmerman, David, Chairman

Flagstaff, AZ  86004

Planner/Historic Preservation Specialist/ADOT

08/27/2012 12/15 11/04/2013

Home Phone: 928-380-3057
Term: (1st 12/12 - 12/15)

Staff Representative: Karl Eberhard

As Of: February 04, 2016

Thursday, February 04, 2016 Page 2 of 2





























  7. D.             
CITY OF FLAGSTAFF
STAFF SUMMARY REPORT

To: The Honorable Mayor and Council

From: Stacy Saltzburg, Deputy City Clerk

Date: 02/18/2016

Meeting Date: 03/01/2016

TITLE: 
Consideration of Appointments:  Board of Adjustment.

RECOMMENDED ACTION:
Make two appointments to terms expiring May 2018.

Executive Summary:
The Board of Adjustment is made up of seven citizens, and holds hearings on requests for variances and
appeals of decisions by the Zoning Administrator. The Board does not have the authority to change
zoning law. There are currently three seats available. It is important to fill vacancies on boards and
commissions quickly so as to allow them to continue meeting on a regular basis.

There are two applications on file for consideration by the Council, they are as follows:
  

Dan Anderson (current Board Member)
Margo Wheeler (new applicant)
 

In an effort to reduce exposure to personal information the applicant roster and applications will be
submitted to the City Council separately.

 
COUNCIL APPOINTMENT ASSIGNMENT: Councilmember Oravits and Councilmember Evans

Financial Impact:
These are voluntary positions and there is no budgetary impact to the City of Flagstaff. 
   



   

Connection to Council Goal and/or Regional Plan:
There is no Council goal that specifically addresses appointments to boards and commissions; however,
boards and commissions do provide input and recommendations based on City Council goals that may
pertain to the board or commission work plan.

Has There Been Previous Council Decision on This:
None. 

Options and Alternatives:
1) Appoint two Board Members: By appointing a members at this time, the Board of Adjustment will be
at near full membership, allowing the group to meet and provide recommendations to the City Council.

2) Table the action to allow for further discussion or expand the list of candidates. 

Community Benefits and Considerations:
The City's boards, commissions, and committees were created to foster public participation and input
and to encourage Flagstaff citizens to take an active role in city government. 

Community Involvement:
INFORM: The vacancies are posted on the City's website, and have been made known through word of
mouth by City staff and current board and commission members.. 

Attachments:  BOA Roster
BOA Authority



City of Flagstaff, AZ

NAME APPOINTED TERM EXPIRES

BOARD OF ADJUSTMENT  MEMBERS

TRAINING 
COMPLETED

712 W. Old Territory Trail

Andersen, Dan

Flagstaff, AZ  86001

Landscape Division Manager/Warner's Nursery 
& Landscape Co.

09/18/2012 05/15 03/18/2010

Work Phone: 774-5911 x26
Term: (1st 3/10 - 5/12; 2nd 5/12 - 5/15)

1102 N. Hopi Dr.

Loven, Pat

Flagstaff, AZ  86001

Associate Broker/Realty Executives of Flagstaff

08/25/2015 05/18 09/30/2015

Cell Phone: 928-699-8988
Term: (1st 8/15-5/18)

2019 N. Crescent Dr.

Naleski, Jerome, Chairman

Flagstaff, AZ  86001

Realtor/Re/Max Peak Properties

10/01/2013 05/16 10/17/2007

Cell Phone: 928-225-9225
Term: (1st 8/07 - 5/10; 2nd 5/10 - 5/13; 3rd 
5/13-5/16)

3332 S. Little Dr

Parker, Greg

Flagstaff, AZ  86005

Retired

08/25/2015 05/18 10/01/2015

Home Phone: 928-951-3075
Term: (1st 8/15-5/18)

Thursday, February 18, 2016 Page 1 of 2



City of Flagstaff, AZ

2819 W. Darleen Dr.

Stigmon, John

Flagstaff, AZ  86001

Vice President/ECoNA

01/20/2015 12/17 No

Cell Phone: 928-380-3026
Term: (1st 1/15-12/17)

PLANNING AND ZONING

Z-VACANT, 05/16 No

Z-VACANT, 05/18 No

Staff Representative: Roger Eastman

As Of: February 18, 2016

Thursday, February 18, 2016 Page 2 of 2



CHAPTER 2-10
BOARD OF ADJUSTMENT

SECTIONS:
2-10-001-0001    ESTABLISHMENT OF THE BOARD
2-10-001-0002    MEMBERSHIP
2-10-001-0003    MEETINGS
2-10-001-0004    POWERS AND DUTIES
2-10-001-0005    APPEALS
2-10-001-0006    RESTRICTIONS

2-10-001-0001 ESTABLISHMENT OF THE BOARD

There is hereby created a Board of Adjustment (the "Board"). (1978 Code; Ord. 2010-35, Amended, 
11/16/2010)

2-10-001-0002 MEMBERSHIP

The Board of Adjustment shall be composed of seven (7) voting members.

A.    Six (6) members shall be appointed by the Mayor and City Council from the citizens of the City of 
Flagstaff.

B.    One (1) member shall be appointed by the City Council from the membership of the Planning and 
Zoning Commission.

C.    Terms shall be for three (3) years for members.

D.    The Board shall elect from its voting members a Chairperson and a Vice-Chairperson who shall serve 
for a term of one (1) year. The Chairperson shall have the power to administer oaths and take evidence. 
(Ord. 2010-35, 11/16/2010; Ord. 2014-28, Amended, 11/18/2014)

2-10-001-0003 MEETINGS

The meetings of the Board of Adjustment shall be open to the public and held at the time and place 
adopted for the regular monthly meetings of the Board. Meetings shall be conducted in accordance with 
the Board and Commission Members’ Rules and Operations Manual adopted by resolution of the Flagstaff 
City Council, and in compliance with all other local, State, and Federal laws. The minutes of its 
proceedings, showing the vote of each member and records of its examinations and other official actions 
shall be kept by the City Clerk as a public record.

A quorum shall be one (1) more than half the voting membership of the Board of Adjustment. (Ord. 2010-
35, 11/16/2010; Ord. 2014-28, Amended, 11/18/2014)

2-10-001-0004 POWERS AND DUTIES

The Board of Adjustment ("Board") is a quasi-judicial administrative body established by the City Council 
that functions on the level between enforcement officers and the Courts. The Board interprets the 
meaning and spirit of City Code Title 10 (Zoning Code) as enacted by the City Council; it does not have 



authority to make or change zoning law. The Board of Adjustment shall have the powers and duties per 
A.R.S. § 9-462.06 to:

A.    Hear and decide appeals in which it is alleged there is an error in an order, requirement, or decision 
made by an administrative official in the enforcement of City Code Title 10 (Zoning Code).

B.    Hear and decide appeals for variances from the terms of the Zoning Code only if, because of special 
circumstances applicable to the property, including its size, shape, topography, location, or surroundings, 
the strict application of the Zoning Code will deprive such property of privileges enjoyed by other property 
of the same classification in the same zoning district. Any variance is subject to such conditions as will 
ensure that the adjustment authorized shall not constitute a grant of special privileges inconsistent with 
the limitations upon other properties in the vicinity and zone in which such property is located.

C.    Reverse or affirm, wholly or in part, or modify the order, requirement, or decision of an administrative 
officer appealed from, and make such order, requirement, decision, or determination as necessary.

D.    Adopt such rules of procedure necessary for the administration of responsibilities consistent with 
these regulations. (Ord. 2010-35, 11/16/2010)

2-10-001-0005 APPEALS

Any person aggrieved by a decision of the Board of Adjustment may, at any time within thirty (30) days 
after the Board has rendered its decision, file a complaint for special action in the superior court to review 
the Board’s decision. Filing the complaint does not stay proceedings on the decision sought to be 
reviewed, but the court may, on application, grant a stay and on final hearing may affirm or reverse, in 
whole or in part, or modify the decision reviewed. (Ord. 2010-35, 11/16/2010)

2-10-001-0006 RESTRICTIONS

The Board of Adjustment may not:

A.    Make any changes in the uses permitted in any zoning classification or zoning district, or make any 
changes in the terms of the Zoning Code provided the restriction in this paragraph shall not affect the 
authority to grant variances pursuant to this Chapter and Division 10-20.70 (Variances).

B.    Grant a variance if the special circumstances applicable to the property are self-imposed by the 
property owner.

C.    Grant a variance on an appeal for any of the following:

1.    Conditions or stipulations of a Zoning Map amendment.

2.    Conditions of a Subdivision Plat recommended for approval by the Planning and Zoning 
Commission or as approved by the City Council, or of a Land Split Map.

3.    Conditions of a Development Agreement.

4.    Conditions of an Annexation Agreement or ordinance.

5.    Conditions of a Conditional Use Permit.



6.    Conditions of a Resource Mitigation Case.

7.    Illegal or Prohibited Uses in any zoning district.

8.    Illegal or Prohibited Signs, as listed in Division 10-50.100 (Sign Standards), in any district.

9.    Determination of a requirement for a General Plan Amendment by the Planning Director.

D.    Applications for any of the above-listed items shall not be accepted or processed, nor will the Board 
of Adjustment schedule or conduct meetings regarding the same. (Ord. 2010-35, 11/16/2010)



  7. E.             
CITY OF FLAGSTAFF
STAFF SUMMARY REPORT

To: The Honorable Mayor and Council

From: Stacy Saltzburg, Deputy City Clerk

Date: 02/18/2016

Meeting Date: 03/01/2016

TITLE: 
Consideration of Appointments:  Library Board.

RECOMMENDED ACTION:
Make one appointment to a term expiring November 2016.
Make one appointment to a term expiring November 2018.

Executive Summary:
The Flagstaff City-Coconino County Public Library Board consists of two County residents, four City
residents, and one each non-voting member of the City Council and the Board of Supervisors. The
Library Board serves as a citizen's advisory board to the Library Director. There are currently two City
resident seats available. It is important to fill vacancies on boards and commissions quickly so as to allow
them to continue meeting on a regular basis.

There are two applications on file for consideration by the Council, they are as follows:
  

Margaret "Marney" Babbitt (new applicant)
Patricia Horn (new applicant)
 

In an effort to reduce exposure to personal information the applicant roster and applications will be
submitted to the City Council separately.

 
COUNCIL APPOINTMENT ASSIGNMENT: Councilmember Brewster and Mayor Nabours

Financial Impact:
These are voluntary positions and there is no budgetary impact to the City of Flagstaff. 
   



   

Connection to Council Goal and/or Regional Plan:
There is no Council goal that specifically addresses appointments to boards and commissions; however,
boards and commissions do provide input and recommendations based on City Council goals that may
pertain to the board or commission work plan.

Has There Been Previous Council Decision on This:
None 

Options and Alternatives:
1) Appoint two Board Members: By appointing members at this time, the Library Board will be at full
membership, allowing the group to meet and provide recommendations to the City Council.

2) Table the action to allow for further discussion or expand the list of candidates. 

Community Benefits and Considerations:
The City's boards, commissions, and committees were created to foster public participation and input
and to encourage Flagstaff citizens to take an active role in city government. 

Community Involvement:
INFORM: The vacancies are posted on the City's website and have been made known by City staff and
current members through word of mouth. 

Attachments:  Library Board Roster
Library Board Authority



City of Flagstaff, AZ

NAME APPOINTED TERM EXPIRES

LIBRARY BOARD  MEMBERS

TRAINING 
COMPLETED

211 W. Aspen Ave.

Brewster, Karla

Flagstaff, AZ  86001

Councilmember/City of Flagstaff

Indefinite No

CITY REPRESENTATIVE (Non Voting)

10004 Heritage Dr.

Browning, Dural (Dave)

Flagstaff, AZ  86004

Retired

04/15/2014 11/18 02/19/2015

Term: (1st 4/14-11/18

COUNTY RESIDENT

219 E. Cherry Avenue

Fowler, Lena

Flagstaff, AZ  86001

Board of Supervisors/Coconino County

Indefinite No

Work Phone: 928-679-7151

COUNTY REPRESENTATIVE (Non Voting)

2441 W. Blue Willow Rd.

Garrison, Ruth

Flagstaff, AZ  86004

Artist/Self Employed

02/19/2013 11/15 02/16/2012

Home Phone: 928-774-8641
Term: (1st 4/10-11/12; 2nd 11/12-11/15)

CITY RESIDENT

Thursday, February 18, 2016 Page 1 of 2



City of Flagstaff, AZ

1738 W. University Hts. S.

Parkes, Joanne

Flagstaff, AZ  86001

Retired

07/07/2015 11/17 02/19/2015

Cell Phone: 928-699-3209
Term: (1st 5/09-11/11; 2nd 11/11-11/14; 3rd 
11/14-11/17)

CITY RESIDENT

5125 So Opal Rd

Renstrom, Dorothy

Flagstaff, AZ  86005

Social Worker/Retired

07/07/2015 11/17 07/31/2015

Home Phone: 928-556-0263
Term: (1st 7/15-11/17)

CITY RESIDENT

5840 E. Waki

Young, Harriet H.

Flagstaff, AZ  86004

NAU - Adjunct Professor/Retiree

04/15/2014 11/17 No

Home Phone: 928-527-1001
Term: (1st 8/07-11/10; 2nd 11/10-11/13, 3rd 
11/13-11/17)

COUNTY RESIDENT

Z-VACANT, 11/16 No

CITY RESIDENT

Staff Representative: Heidi Holland

As Of: February 18, 2016

Thursday, February 18, 2016 Page 2 of 2



















  7. F.             
CITY OF FLAGSTAFF
STAFF SUMMARY REPORT

To: The Honorable Mayor and Council

From: Stacy Saltzburg, Deputy City Clerk

Date: 02/18/2016

Meeting Date: 03/01/2016

TITLE: 
Consideration of Appointments:  Transportation Commission.

RECOMMENDED ACTION:
Make one appointment to a term expiring July 2018.
Make one appointment to a term expiring July 2019.

Executive Summary:
The Transportation Commission consists of seven voting members (a representative from the Flagstaff
Unified School District, a representative to NAIPTA and five citizens) and two non-voting members (City
Traffic Engineer and a Police Department representative). The Transportation Commission reviews
requests for changes in traffic regulations and formulates and recommends traffic-related policies and
ordinances to the Council. The commission sponsors two subcommittees: the Bicycle Advisory
Committee and the Pedestrian Advisory Committee, each consisting of seven voting members. There are
currently two seats available. It is important to fill vacancies on boards and commissions quickly so as to
allow them to continue meeting on a regular basis.

There are two applications on file for consideration by the Council, they are as follows:
  

Julie Leid (new applicant)
Gary Robbins (current commissioner)
 

In an effort to reduce exposure to personal information the applicant roster and applications will be
submitted to the City Council separately.

 
COUNCIL APPOINTMENT ASSIGNMENT: Vice Mayor Barotz and Mayor Nabours
   



   

Financial Impact:
These are voluntary positions and there is no budgetary impact to the City of Flagstaff.

Connection to Council Goal and/or Regional Plan:
There is no Council goal that specifically addresses appointments to boards and commissions; however,
boards and commissions do provide input and recommendations based on City Council goals that may
pertain to the board or commission work plan.

Has There Been Previous Council Decision on This:
None 

Options and Alternatives:
1) Appoint two Commissioners: By appointing members at this time, the Transportation Commission will
be at full membership, allowing the group to meet and provide recommendations to the City Council.

2) Table the action to allow for further discussion or expand the list of candidates. 

Community Benefits and Considerations:
The City's boards, commissions, and committees were created to foster public participation and input
and to encourage Flagstaff citizens to take an active role in city government. 

Community Involvement:
INFORM: The vacancies are posted on the City's website and have been made known by City staff and
current commission members through word of mouth. 

Attachments:  Transportation Roster
Transportation Authority



City of Flagstaff, AZ

NAME APPOINTED TERM EXPIRES

TRANSPORTATION COMMISSION  MEMBERS

TRAINING 
COMPLETED

3839 E. Foxtail

Kuhn, Bob

Flagstaff, AZ  86004

Asst. Superintendant of Operations/Flagstaff 
Unified School District

11/05/2013 11/16 No

Work Phone: 928-527-6010
Term: (1st 11/13-11/16)

SCHOOL REPRESENTATIVE

2208 N. Talkington Dr.

Mazza, Erika

Flagstaff, AZ  86001

Interim General Manager/NAIPTA

02/17/2015 11/16 No

Work Phone: 928-679-8932
Term: (1st 2/15-11/16)

NAIPTA REPRESENTATIVE

911 E. Sawmill Rd.

Miller, Walt

Flagstaff, AZ  86001

Deputy Chief/City of Flagstaff Police Dept.

Indefinite 04/18/2007

Work Phone: 928-774-3646

POLICE DEPT. REPRESENTATIVE

P.O. Box 3809

Mullen, Robert

Flagstaff, AZ  86003

Retired

07/15/2014 07/17 10/20/2011

Cell Phone: 928-600-6643
Term: (1st 5/11-7/14; 2nd 7/14-7/17)

Thursday, February 18, 2016 Page 1 of 2



City of Flagstaff, AZ

1738 West University Heights Drive South

Parkes, Kevin, Chairman

Flagstaff, AZ  86001

Budget Officer/Grand Canyon National Park

11/05/2013 07/16 11/04/2013

Home Phone: 928-607-0868
Term: (1st 10/10-7/13; 2nd 7/13-7/16)

4714 E. Double Eagle

Robbins, Gary

Flagstaff, AZ  86004

President/Owner/Gary E. Robbins, P.C.

03/05/2013 07/15 11/04/2013

Work Phone: 928-774-4321
Term: (1st 3/13-7/15)

2008 N. 2nd St

Spice, Derik

Flagstaff, AZ  86004

Teaching Assistant/Northern Arizona University

07/15/2014 07/17 No

Cell Phone: 435-901-1302
Term: (1st 2/12-7/14; 2nd 7/14-7/17)

Z-VACANT, 07/19 No

Staff Representative: Jeff Bauman

As Of: February 18, 2016

Thursday, February 18, 2016 Page 2 of 2



CHAPTER 2-12
TRANSPORTATION COMMISSION

SECTIONS:
2-12-001-0001    CITY POLICY:
2-12-001-0002    CREATION OF THE TRANSPORTATION COMMISSION AND MEMBERSHIP:
2-12-001-0003    TERMS OF OFFICE:
2-12-001-0004    MEETINGS:
2-12-001-0005    FUNCTIONS OF THE COMMISSION:
2-12-001-0006    OTHER POWERS:
2-12-001-0007    REPEALED:

2-12-001-0001 CITY POLICY:

It is the policy of the City, in the exercise of the powers vested in the City Council for the protection of the 
public safety and promotion of the general welfare, to promote the safety of the traveling public and to 
improve utilization of the public ways for all forms of transportation.

(Ord. 1349, Amended, 02/19/1985; Ord. 2013-06, Amended, 09/17/2013)

2-12-001-0002 CREATION OF THE TRANSPORTATION COMMISSION AND MEMBERSHIP:

A.    There is hereby created a commission to be known as the Transportation Commission.

B.    The Commission shall consist of seven (7) voting members and two (2) ex officio, nonvoting 
members. Each voting member shall be appointed by the City Council and shall continually reside within 
the City during the tenure of appointment. The Commission’s membership shall be as follows:

1.    The seven (7) voting members of the Commission shall consist of all of the following:

a.    Five (5) at large members selected from the general public.

b.    One (1) member appointed to represent the Flagstaff Unified School District.

c.    One (1) member appointed to represent the Northern Arizona Intergovernmental Public 
Transportation Authority.

2.    The two (2) ex officio, nonvoting members shall consist of the following:

a.    The Traffic Engineer, or his or her designee.

b.    The Chief of Police, or his or her designee.

C.    The Commission shall annually select one (1) of its members to serve as chairperson.

(Ord. 1349, Amended, 02/19/1985; Ord. 2007-21, Amended, 02/06/2007; Ord. 2010-14, Amended, 06/15/10; Ord. 2013-06, 
Amended, 09/17/2013)

2-12-001-0003 TERMS OF OFFICE:



Members of the Commission shall serve staggered three (3) year terms. No member may serve more 
than two (2) three (3) year terms.

A member’s term of office shall commence with the first regular Commission meeting following his 
appointment and terminate with the regular Commission meeting at which his successor takes office.

A Commission member who is absent from three consecutive regular meetings may have their remaining 
term terminated by a vote of the City Council upon recommendation of the Commission.

(Ord. 1349, Amended, 02/19/1985; Ord. 1942, Amended, 05/06/1997; Ord. 2010-14, Amended, 06/15/2010; Ord. 2013-06, 
Amended, 09/17/2013)

2-12-001-0004 MEETINGS:

The Commission shall meet quarterly and/or at the request of its Chairperson for the disposal of such 
business as may come before it.

Meetings shall be conducted in accordance with the Board and Commission Members’ Rules and 
Operations Manual adopted by resolution of the Flagstaff City Council, and in compliance with all other 
local, State, and Federal laws.

A quorum shall be one (1) more than half the voting membership of the Commission. (Ord. 1349, 
Amended, 02/19/1985; Ord. 2010-14, Amended, 06/15/2010; Ord. 2013-06, Amended, 09/17/2013; Ord. 
2014-28, Amended, 11/18/2014)

2-12-001-0005 FUNCTIONS OF THE COMMISSION:

The functions of the Commission shall be:

A.    To formulate and recommend policies and ordinances to the City Council governing the general 
operations of the City streets, alleys, sidewalks and bikeways.

B.    To review periodically traffic regulation actions of the Transportation Engineering Program.

C.    To promote pedestrian, bicycle, transit and driver education programs in the school systems and to 
disseminate traffic and safety information to the public at large.

D.    To annually advise the City Council of the progress and expenditures of the City’s Transportation 
Capital Improvements Program as related to the Election of May 2000. To carry out this function, the 
Transportation Commission shall:

1.    Meet annually with the City’s Capital Improvements and Financial Services Staff to review the 
progress of the Transportation Capital Improvement Program’s ("CIP") planning and programming 
efforts;

2.    Ensure there is a coordinated approach for budgeting and expending transportation sales tax 
revenues for all transportation modes;

3.    Provide input on the Transportation CIP’s prioritization scoring criteria;

4.    Provide a forum for public comment and input regarding the Transportation CIP;



5.    Publish an annual Transportation CIP Advisory Report; and

6.    Present the findings of said report to the City Council during a public meeting in conjunction with 
the annual budget process. At a minimum, the report shall discuss the previous years’ 
income/expenditures, construction projects and planning activities.

E.    To perform other duties relating to public safety within the scope of this Commission.

(Ord. 1349, Amended, 02/19/1985; Ord. 2007-21, Amended, 02/06/2007; Ord. 2010-14, Amended, 06/15/2010; Ord. 2013-06, 
Amended, 09/17/2013)

2-12-001-0006 OTHER POWERS:

A.    The Commission shall have the power to appoint subcommittees for the purpose of defining problem 
areas of traffic and traffic safety; proposing solutions to defined problems; or for any other undertaking 
which will reasonably lead to safer and more efficient traffic flow in the City.

B.    The City Council hereby establishes the following advisory committees to the Transportation 
Commission to provide advice on special traffic and transportation topics, and delegates to the 
Commission the power to appoint members to these committees. No member of the Transportation 
Commission shall be a member of an advisory committee. The City Council retains the power to remove a 
member of an advisory committee for the reasons specified in the City’s Board and Commission 
Members’ Rules and Operations Manual.

1.    Bicycle Advisory Committee: Seven (7) citizen members appointed for a three (3) year term. No 
member may serve more than two (2) three (3) year terms.

2.    Pedestrian Advisory Committee: Seven (7) citizen members appointed for a three (3) year term. 
No member may serve more than two (2) three (3) year terms.

C.    The Transportation Commission shall define the operating procedures of the advisory committees, 
assuring compliance with the Arizona Open Meeting Law, and the City’s Board and Commission 
Members’ Rules and Operations Manual, including, but not limited to:

1.    The advisory committees shall report on their activities to the Transportation Commission at 
each Commission meeting.

2.    The advisory committees shall investigate, consider, and make recommendations to the 
Transportation Commission on items assigned to them by the Commission regarding their respective 
areas of interest.

3.    The advisory committees shall bring to the Transportation Commission items of a planning, 
design, or regulatory nature that come to their attention regarding the City’s pedestrian and bikeway 
systems. (Ord. 1349, Amended, 02/19/1985; Ord. 2007-21, Amended, 02/06/2007; Ord. 2010-14, 
06/15/2010; Ord. 2013-06, Amended, 09/17/2013; Ord. 2014-28, Amended, 11/18/2014)

2-12-001-0007 REPEALED:

(Ord. 2013-06, Repealed, 09/17/2013)





  7. G.             
CITY OF FLAGSTAFF
STAFF SUMMARY REPORT

To: The Honorable Mayor and Council

From: Stacy Saltzburg, Deputy City Clerk

Date: 02/18/2016

Meeting Date: 03/01/2016

TITLE: 
Consideration of Appointments:  Northern Arizona Intergovernmental Public Transportation Authority
(NAIPTA) Transit Advisory Committee (TAC) Citizen Alternate Appointment.

RECOMMENDED ACTION:
Make one appointment to a term expiring October 2018.

Executive Summary:
The NAIPTA TAC currently consists of five voting members:  Coconino County Manager or designee,
Yavapai County Manager or designee, Flagstaff City Manager or designee, Northern Arizona University
Vice President of Administration or designee, and a Flagstaff Citizen Representative. A Flagstaff Citizen
Alternate is also appointed to serve when the Citizen Representative may not be available to attend or
participate in meetings. The NAIPTA TAC reviews the draft Board of Directors' agenda and offers
recommendations on transit-related issues within the NAIPTA boundary. The Citizen Representative and
Alternate each serves a three year term and is appointed by the City Council. There is currently a vacant
seat for the Citizen Alternate.

There is one application on file for consideration by the Council:

Paul Wagner (new applicant)

In an effort to reduce exposure to personal information the applicant roster and applications will be
submitted to the City Council separately.

COUNCIL APPOINTMENT ASSIGNMENT: Councilmember Oravits.

Financial Impact:
These are voluntary positions and there is no budgetary impact to the City of Flagstaff.

Connection to Council Goal and/or Regional Plan:
There is no Council goal that specifically addresses appointments to boards and commissions; however,
boards and commissions do provide input and recommendations based on City Council goals that may
pertain to the board or commission work plan. 

Has There Been Previous Council Decision on This:
None. 



None. 

Options and Alternatives:
1) Appoint the Citizen Representative Member: By appointing at this time, the committee will be at full
membership and able to continue to meet and provide recommendations.

2) Table the action to allow for further discussion or expand the list of candidates.

Community Benefits and Considerations:
The City's boards, commissions, and committees were created to foster public participation and input
and to encourage Flagstaff citizens to take an active role in city government. 

Community Involvement:
INFORM: The vacancies are posted on the City's website as well as the NAIPTA website. Individual
recruitment and mention of the openings by Board members and City staff has occurred, informing others
of these vacancies through word of mouth. 

Attachments:  NAIPTA Rules of Procedure















  9. A.             
CITY OF FLAGSTAFF
STAFF SUMMARY REPORT
To: The Honorable Mayor and Council

From: Mike Gallegos, Collections Manager

Co-Submitter: Eileen Brown

Date: 02/01/2016

Meeting Date: 03/01/2016

TITLE: 
Consideration and Approval of Cooperative Contract:  Purchase of two (2) Residential Side
Load Refuse Trucks and two (2) Commercial Front Load Refuse Trucks from Rush Truck Center through
the Cooperative Purchase Agreement with the City Of Tempe, Contract# T15-097-01.

RECOMMENDED ACTION:
Approve the purchase of two (2) 2017 Peterbilt 320 Cab and Chassis including Scorpion Side Load
Bodies in the amount of $264,268.64 each, and two (2) 2017 Peterbilt 320 Cab and Chassis
including McNeilus Front Load Bodies in the amount of $258,996.37 each, for a total purchase
amount of $1,046,530.02.  

Executive Summary:
The Solid Waste Residential and Commercial Programs use these trucks daily to collect residential and
commercial refuse and recyclable materials. The purchase of these trucks has been approved by the
Fleet Management Committee; the trucks that are being replaced meet all of the committee's
replacement criteria. The Equipment warranty and services are supported locally in Flagstaff by Rush
Peterbilt.

Financial Impact:
The Solid Waste Residential and Commercial Programs have $1,040,000 budgeted in the Fleet Capital
line item for the replacement of these trucks in FY 2016 in accounts 211-06-166-0641-0-4401,
211-06-166-0643-0-4401 and 211-06-166-0646-0-4401. The remaining balance for the
purchase ($6,530.02) will come from cost savings ($30,962) from the purchase of the Bin Maintenance
vehicle (originally budgeted at $75,000, account 211-06-166-0645-0-4401).

Connection to Council Goal and/or Regional Plan:
COUNCIL GOALS

3) Provide sustainable and equitable public facilities, services, and infrastructure systems in an efficient
and effective manner to serve all population areas and demographics

  

Has There Been Previous Council Decision on This:



None previously.

Options and Alternatives:
Option 1. Approve the City of Tempe's Cooperative purchase agreement (#T15-097-01) with Rush Truck
Center, Phoenix, AZ for the purchase of two (2) Residential Side Loader Refuse Trucks and two (2)
Commercial Front Loader Refuse Trucks.

Option 2. Conduct our own competitive bid process.

Background/History:
All of the trucks being considered for replacement meet the Fleet Management criteria for replacement in
regard to age, mileage or hours used, and life to date costs, and were approved by the Fleet
Management Committee for replacement.

This year, it was determined that these replacements were necessary due to the increased downtime,
anticipated repair and maintenance costs incurred by continuing to operate the equipment.
 
The Solid Waste Section budgeted $1,040,000 in Fiscal Year 2016 for the purchase of four (4) Solid
Waste Collection trucks in our Residential and Commercial Programs.  
 
One of Solid Waste’s considerations in forming the bid criteria was to upgrade the cab and chassis
specifications in order to acquire more durable equipment and have a platform on which to refurbish
entire trucks, thereby extending their useful working life at a fraction of the cost. This would also maintain
greater trade in value at the end of the equipment’s useful life.
 
 

Key Considerations:
  
The trucks being replaced have met the Fleet replacement criteria in terms of years, mileage, life
to date costs and repairs needed to continue its useful life. These trucks were presented to the
Fleet committee and approved for replacement with funds from Solid Waste's fleet capital line
item.The Solid Waste Section has utilized various methods for equipment acquisition to minimize
cost, improve longevity and manage fleet reductions, saving budget dollars while improving the
quality and performance of its fleet.

   

The City of Flagstaff and Fleet Services have had a long working relationship with Rush Peterbilt, the
authorized repair and warranty facility in Flagstaff. Fleet Services will also be authorized to perform
warranty repair on the refuse bodies. The City of Flagstaff Fleet Services has many years experience
with refuse truck bodies and their operation.

Expanded Financial Considerations:
Increased costs of equipment acquisition have made intergovernmental cooperative purchase
agreements a viable alternative to the bid process when the desired equipment can be obtained. Volume
pricing, expedited build times and delivery provide value to the purchaser. We are utilizing a cooperative
agreement pursuant to Article 20 of the City of Flagstaff Procurement Manual.

The Solid Waste Residential and Commercial Programs have $1,040,000 budgeted in the Fleet Capital
line items for the replacement of these trucks in FY 2016. The balance of $6,530.02 will come
from $30,962 savings of the $75,000 budgeted for the purchase of a Bin Maintenance truck .

The trucks being replaced have met the Fleet replacement criteria in terms of years, mileage, life to date
costs and repairs needed to continue their useful life. These trucks were presented to the Fleet



committee and approved for replacement with funds from Solid Waste's fleet capital line item. The Solid
Waste Section has utilized various methods for equipment acquisition to minimize cost, improve longevity
and manage fleet reductions, saving budget dollars while improving the quality and performance of it's
fleet.

Community Benefits and Considerations:
Community benefits include continued consistent quality Residential and Commercial trash and recycle
collections service at the lowest possible user fees.

Community Involvement:

Inform

Expanded Options and Alternatives:
Option 1. Accept the City of Tempe's Cooperative purchase agreement (#T15-097-01) with Rush Truck
Center, Phoenix, AZ for the purchase of two (2) Residential Side Loader Refuse Trucks and two (2)
Commercial Front Loader Refuse Trucks.

Option 2. Conduct our own competitive bid process.

Attachments:  Cooperative Purchase Agreement
Tempe Contract
Side Loader
Front Loader



Form GS-9:  Cooperative Purchase.  Revised December 23, 2014 

 
 

COOPERATIVE PURCHASE CONTRACT 
Contract No. T-15-097-01 

 
This Cooperative Purchase Contract is made and entered into this _________ day of 
______________, 20_____by and between the City of Flagstaff, Arizona, a political subdivision of the 
State of Arizona (“City”) and Rush Truck Center of Arizona, (“Contractor”). 
 
RECITALS: 
 

A. Contractor has a contract with City of Tempe to supply materials and/or services (“Agency 
Contract”), which was awarded through a competitive and open procurement process; 
 

B. the City has authority to enter into a cooperative purchase contract with Contractor utilizing the 
Agency Contract; 

 
AGREEMENT: 
 
NOW THEREFORE, in consideration for the mutual promises contained herein, the parties agree as 
follows: 
 

1. Materials and or Services Purchased.  Contractor shall provide to City the materials and or 
services, as specified in the Purchase Order(s) submitted by the City in accordance with the 
Agency Contract.  General description of materials and or services being purchased: 

 
Two (2) Residential Side Loader Refuse Trucks and two (2) Commercial Front Loader 
Refuse Trucks 

 
 
2.   Specific Requirements of City.  Contractor shall comply with all specific purchase and delivery 

requirements and/or options of City, as specified in the Purchase Order(s) submitted to 
Contractor or Exhibit A attached hereto and incorporated by reference. 

 
3. Payment.  Payment to the Contractor for the materials and or services provided shall be made 

in accordance with the price list and terms set forth in the Agency Contract.   
 
4. Terms and Conditions of Agency Contract Apply.  All provisions of the Agency Contract 

documents, including any amendments, are incorporated in and shall apply to this Contract as 
though fully set forth herein.  The Agency Contract documents may be located at the following 
website: http://www.tempe.gov/city-hall/internal-services/finance/procurement/cooperative-
procurement and/or may be set forth in Exhibit B attached hereto and incorporated by 
reference. Contractor is responsible for promptly notifying City in writing of any changes to the 
Agency Contract.   

 
5. Certificates of Insurance.  All insurance provisions of the Agency Contract shall apply, including 

any requirement to name the City as an additional insured.  Prior to commencing performance 
under this Contract, Contractor shall furnish City with a copy of the current Certificate of 
Insurance required by the Agency Contract. 

 

http://www.tempe.gov/city-hall/internal-services/finance/procurement/cooperative-procurement
http://www.tempe.gov/city-hall/internal-services/finance/procurement/cooperative-procurement


Form GS-9: Cooperative Purchase.  Revised December 23, 2014 
 

1. Term.  This Cooperative Purchase Contract shall commence upon execution by the parties and 
shall continue until expiration or termination of the underlying Agency Contract, unless sooner 
terminated by City in writing. 

 
2. Renewal.  This Cooperative Purchase Contract shall be automatically renewed if the underlying 

Agency Contract is renewed, for the same renewal period, unless City provides advance written 
notice to Contractor of its intention to non-renew.  
 
 
 
CONTRACTOR: 
 
By: Rush Truck Center of Arizona 
 
Title:____________________________ 
 
 
CITY OF FLAGSTAFF 
 
By:_____________________________ 
 
Title:____________________________ 
 
 
ATTEST: 
 
 
________________________________ 
City Clerk 
 
APPROVED AS TO FORM: 
 
 
________________________________ 
City Attorney’s Office 



Form GS-9: Cooperative Purchase.  Revised December 23, 2014 
 

EXHIBIT A 
SPECIFIC REQUIREMENTS OF CITY 

  
 
Price:   DESCRIBE, OR WRITE “Per Purchase Order” 
 
 
Specifications:  DESCRIBE, OR WRITE “Per Purchase Order” 
 
 
Schedule of performance:  DESCRIBE, OR WRITE “Per Purchase Order” 
 
 
Delivery location:  DESCRIBE, OR WRITE “Per Purchase Order” 
 
 
Notices:   All notices to City shall be sent to:   
 

Buyer:______________ 
 Purchasing Department 
211 W. Aspen Drive 
Flagstaff, Arizona  86001 
(928) 213-______________ 

 
 
Attach:  Certificate of Insurance  
 



Form GS-9: Cooperative Purchase.  Revised December 23, 2014 
 

EXHIBIT B 
AGENCY CONTRACT 

 
 

[ATTACH:  Agency Contract Name and No. _________ (___pages) 
 
Bid Documents, including Vendor’s bid (incorporated by reference into the Contract) (___pages) 
 
Addenda (____ pages) 
 
Current Price Lists (______pages) THESE SHOULD HAVE BEEN APPROVED BY AN ADDENDUM] 
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REQUEST FOR PROPOSAL         CITY OF TEMPE 
REQUEST FOR PROPOSAL : 15-097 RFP ISSUE DATE: 04/01/2015 

  Commodity Code(s): 002-22 

PROCUREMENT DESCRIPTION:  Refuse Vehicles  

  

PROPOSAL DUE DATE/TIME: Wednesday, April 29, 2015, 3:00 P.M. Local Time 

 Late proposals will not be considered. 

 
PROPOSAL RESPONSE MUST BE DELIVERED TO CITY PROCUREMENT OFFICE. 

 

Mailing Address: P.O. Box 5002, Tempe, AZ  85280 

Street Address: 20 E. Sixth Street (2
nd

 Floor), Tempe, AZ  85281 

 

Mailing Alert: Firms should use the Street Address to ensure on-time express deliveries.  The Mailing Address provided  

above routes through the City’s internal mail distribution center and may impact delivery time.   

 

PRE-PROPOSAL CONFERENCE (if scheduled): N/A 

  

DEADLINE FOR INQUIRIES: Friday, April 17, 2015, 5:00 P.M., Local Time 

 

Sealed proposals must be received and in the actual possession of the City Procurement Office on or before the exact 

Proposal Due Date/Time indicated above.  Proposal responses will be opened and each Offeror’s name will be publicly 

read.  Prices are not read and shall be kept confidential until award.  Late proposals will not be considered. 

 

Proposals must be submitted by a sealed envelope/package with the Request for Proposal number, Offeror’s name and 

address clearly indicated on the envelope/package.  It is critical that the RFP number be included on the front of the 

envelope to ensure proper handling.   

 

Proposals must be completed in ink or typewritten and a completed proposal response returned to the City Procurement 

Office by the Proposal Due Date/Time indicated above.  The “Vendor’s Offer” (Form 201-B RFP) must be completed 

and signed in ink.  Proposals by electronic transmission, telegraph, mailgram or facsimile will not be considered.   

 

Offerors are asked to immediately and carefully read the entire Request for Proposal and not later than ten (10) days 

before the Proposal Due Date/Time, address any questions or clarifications to the Procurement Officer identified below: 

 

Tony Allen ,  CPPB E-mail: tony_allen@tempe.gov Phone No: (480)350.8548 

Procurement Officer  

 

Award recommendations are publicly posted to the City Procurement Office web page www.tempe.gov/procurement 

and at the Procurement Office reception counter. 

 

Submit one (1) original signed and completed proposal response for evaluation purposes.  For this specific RFP, two (2) 

additional copies of RFP response on Flash Drive are also to be submitted for evaluation purposes.  A late, unsigned 

and/or materially incomplete proposal response will be considered nonresponsive and rejected.  

 

The City Procurement Office is committed to fair and equal procurement opportunities for all firms wishing to do 

business with the City and encourages the participation of small and disadvantaged businesses.   

 

 

 

_________________________ 

Michael Greene, C.P.M.         

Central Services Administrator 

http://www.tempe.gov/procurement
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Vendor’s Offer 
Form 201-B (RFP) 

“Return this Section with your Response” 

 

 

It is required that Offeror complete, sign and submit the original of this form to the City Procurement Office with the 

proposal response.  An unsigned “Vendor’s Offer”, late proposal response and/or a materially incomplete response will be 

considered nonresponsive and rejected.  

 

Offeror is to type or legibly write in ink all information required below. 

 

 

Company Name: __________________________________________________________________________ 

 

Company Mailing Address: __________________________________________________________________ 

 

City: _________________  State:_______________________ Zip:___________________________________ 

 

Contact Person:        Title: _______________________________ 

 

Phone No.: __________________FAX:___________________E-mail:________________________________ 

 

Company Tax Information: 

 

Arizona Transaction Privilege (Sales) Tax No.:   or 

 

Arizona Use Tax No.:  

 

Federal I.D. No.:   

 

City & State Where Sales Tax is Paid: _______________________, ________________________ 

 

If a Tempe based firm, provide Tempe Transaction Privilege (Sales) Tax No.:__________________________________ 

 

 

THIS PROPOSAL IS OFFERED BY 
 

Name of Authorized Individual (TYPE OR PRINT IN INK)          

 

Title of Authorized Individual (TYPE OR PRINT IN INK)     

 

 

REQUIRED SIGNATURE OF AUTHORIZED OFFEROR (MUST SIGN IN INK) 

By signing this Vendor’s Offer, Offeror acknowledges acceptance of all terms and conditions contained herein and that 

prices offered were independently developed without consultation with any other Offeror or potential Offeror.  Failure to 

sign and return this form with proposal response will be considered nonresponsive and rejected.  

 

 

_____________________________________  ______________ 

Signature of Authorized Offeror    Date 
 (H:/RFP 3-2008) 
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INSTRUCTIONS TO PROPOSERS 
 

Failure to follow these instructions shall result in rejection of proposal for non-responsiveness or cancellation of any 

Contract awarded. 

 

1. Preparation of Proposal:   
 

A. Proposals shall be submitted to the City of Tempe (“City”) in the sequence specified herein, on the forms 

attached hereto, including Vendor’s Offer, Form 201-B (RFP). 

 

B. All proposals shall be submitted on the forms provided in this Request for Proposal, signed by an 

authorized signer and returned with the proposal response to the City.   

 

C. Completed and signed proposal forms for offer, acceptance and any solicitation amendments shall be 

signed by an authorized individual.  Such proposal constitutes an irrevocable Offer to sell the good and/or 

service specified herein.  Offeror shall submit all additional data, documentation, or information as 

requested by the City, signifying its intent to be bound by the terms of the Request for Proposal. 

 

D. Negligence in preparation of a proposal confers no right of withdrawal.  Offeror is solely responsible for 

seeking clarification of any requirement and presenting accurate information in the proposal response.  

The City shall not reimburse any costs for a proposal, or its submission, presentation or withdrawal, for 

any reason. 

 

E. Offeror shall identify each subcontractor to be utilized in the services and/or work set forth herein, in the 

proper form as indicated. 

 

2. Late, Unsigned and/or Incomplete Proposal:  A late, unsigned and/or materially incomplete proposal will be 

considered nonresponsive and rejected.   

 

3. Inquiries:  Questions regarding this Request for Proposal shall be directed to the City Procurement Officer 

identified on the cover page of this document, unless another City contact is specifically named.  Inquiries shall 

be submitted in writing, identifying the appropriate Request for Proposal’s number, page and paragraph at issue.  

PLEASE NOTE: Offeror must not place the Request for Proposal’s number on the outside of an envelope 

containing questions.  Oral responses provided by the City shall have no binding effect or legal effect.  Inquiries 

should be submitted no later than ten (10) days before proposal due date/time.  Those received within ten (10) 

days of the proposal due date/time shall not be considered.  The City reserves the right to contact Offerors to 

obtain additional information for use in evaluating proposal and solicitation requirements. 

 

4. Proposal Conference:  If a proposal conference is scheduled, Offeror shall attend the conference to seek 

clarification of any points of confusion or requirements at issue. 

 

5. Withdrawal of Proposal:  At any time before the specified proposal due date and time, an Offeror may withdraw 

its proposal by way of written correspondence from the Offeror or its authorized representative. 

 

6. Proposal Addenda:  Receipt and acceptance of a Request for Proposal Addendum shall be acknowledged by 

signing and returning the document either with the vendor’s proposal response or by separate envelope prior to 

proposal due date/time.  Failure to sign and return an addendum prior to the proposal due date/time may result in 

the proposal being considered nonresponsive to that portion of the Request for Proposal and may result in 

rejection.  
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7. Evaluation:  The City shall determine whether a proposal meets the specifications and requirements of this 

Request for Proposal, at its sole discretion, and reject any proposals not meeting the intent or requirements set 

forth therein.  The City reserves the right to reject any and all proposals.  

 

8. Payment:  For a single requirement purchase, the City will make an effort to remit payment within thirty (30) 

calendar days from receipt and approval of acceptable products, materials and/or services and approval of correct 

invoice.  For ongoing term Contract purchases, the City will make an effort to remit payment within thirty (30) 

calendar days from approval of monthly statement.  

 

9. Discounts:  Payment discounts periods shall be computed from the date of receipt of acceptable products, 

materials and/or services or correct invoice, whichever is later to the date payment is mailed. Discounts shall be 

taken on the full amount of the invoice, unless otherwise indicated.  The City shall be entitled to receive any 

discounts offered by Offeror, if payment is made within the discount period. 

 

10. Compliance with City Solicitation Requirements:  Unless stated otherwise in this Request for Proposal, the 

City reserves the right to award by individual line item, by group of items, or as a total at the City’s discretion.  

The City expressly reserves the right to waive any immaterial defect or informality, or reject any or all proposals, 

or portions thereof, or reissue this Request for Proposal. 

 

11. Award of Contract:  A proposal shall constitute a binding Offer to Contract with the City based on the terms, 

conditions and specifications contained in this Request for Proposal.  An Offeror shall become a Contractor only 

upon execution of a formal Contract from the City Procurement Office (“Contract”).  Unless this Request for 

Proposal includes separate contract document(s) or requires the Offeror to submit a contract for review, a contract 

shall be formed when the City Procurement Office provides a written notice of award or a purchase order to the 

successful Offeror.  All items and conditions of the Contract are contained herein, unless modified by an 

amendment approved by the City.  Proposals that take exception to the terms, conditions, specifications and/or 

other requirements stated within this Request for Proposal may cause the vendor’s Offer to be considered non-

responsive and rejected.  Exceptions will be evaluated on an individual basis to determine compliance with the 

purpose and intent of the terms and conditions stated within this solicitation.  The City shall be the sole judge as 

to whether an exception complies with the general purpose and intent of any term, condition and/or specification 

set forth herein. 

 

12. Taxes:  All materials, equipment and/or products shall be proposed as F.O.B. City, prepaid.  Unless specified 

herein, sales, use or federal excise tax shall not be included in proposal pricing.  The City is exempt from payment 

of federal excise tax.  For proposal evaluation, transaction (sales) privilege tax paid (returned) to the City is 

considered a pass-through cost, calculated as zero (0) expense.  For information on privilege (sales) tax, please 

contact the City's Tax and License Office at (480) 350-2955 or visit their web site at www.tempe.gov/salestax. 

 

13. Payment by City Procurement Card:  The City Procurement Office may elect to remit payment through the use 

of a City procurement card.  Each Offeror may indicate on the Price Sheet of this Request for Proposal its ability 

to accept City procurement card payments.  The inability to accept payment by City procurement card will not 

disqualify a proposal. 

 

14. Proposal Results:  Offerors may attend the scheduled proposal opening at which the name of each Offeror will 

be publicly read.  All other information contained in the proposals shall be kept confidential until contract is 

awarded.  After award of contract, an appointment may be made with the City Procurement Officer to review 

proposal documents.  Formal Contract award results shall be placed on the Procurement Office web page 

(www.tempe.gov/procurement) and posted at the front counter of the Procurement Office at the time the Contract 

award is approved by the City Council.   Award recommendations may also be viewed via the City Clerk’s web 

site normally up to five (5) days prior to the scheduled City Council meeting by visiting 

(http://documents.tempe.gov/sirepub/web).  

  

file://fshome/home/anthonal/Contracts%20-%20In%20Progress/15-097%20%20Refuse%20Vehicles/www.tempe.gov/salestax
http://www.tempe.gov/purchasing
http://documents.tempe.gov/sirepub/web


 

RFP # 15-097 5 

15. Protests:  Any actual or prospective Offeror who is aggrieved in conjunction with this Request for Proposal or 

award may protest the award to the City Procurement Office.  A protest based upon alleged improprieties in this 

Request for Proposal that are apparent before the proposal opening shall be filed prior to the proposal due 

date/time.  A protest concerning an award recommendation must be filed within ten (10) business days after the 

date of award. Up to five (5) days before award of a contract, the City Procurement Office will post award 

recommendations on the City Clerks web site at (http://documents.tempe.gov/sirepub/?sort=meet_date)  and at the 

Procurement Office front counter and website for public review (www.tempe.gov/procurement).  A protest shall 

be in writing and include the protester’s name, address and phone number, identification of the solicitation or 

Contract being protested, a detailed statement of the legal and factual grounds of the protest, including copies of 

all relevant documents, and the form of relief requested.  A protest is to be on the protester’s company letterhead 

and signed by the protestor or its authorized representative. 

 

16. Compliance of Proposal Offeror/Contractor Forms:  Any documents or forms (including separate contract, 

maintenance agreement or training agreement intended by the Offeror to be utilized in any resulting Contract, 

must be submitted with proposal.  Any documents inconsistent with or taking exception to the terms, conditions, 

specifications and/or other requirements stated within this Request for Proposal may cause the proposal to be 

considered as nonresponsive and rejected.  No documents will be considered unless submitted with vendor’s 

proposal Offer and approved by the City Procurement Office. 

 

17. Definitions:  For purposes of this Request for Proposal and resultant Contract, the following definitions apply: 

 

A. “City” means the municipal corporation of the City of Tempe, Arizona. 

 

B. “Code Governance” means unless otherwise specified herein, the provisions of the Tempe City Code, 

Chapter 26A shall apply and govern this Request for Proposal. 

 

C.  “Contract” means the agreement for the procurement of goods, services, work, construction or 

concessions.   

 

D. “Contractor” means an Offeror responding to a Request for Proposal who has been awarded a Contract 

with the City. 

 

E. “Offer” means a written offer to furnish goods, services, work, materials, construction and/or concessions 

to the City, in conformity with the standards, specifications, delivery terms and conditions, and all other 

requirements established in a competitive solicitation. 

 

F. “Offeror” means a business, entity or person who submits an Offer in response to a competitive 

solicitation. 

 

G. “Public Record” means proposals and all other documents submitted in response to this solicitation shall 

become the property of the City and shall be a matter of public record available for review following the 

Contract award. 

 

H. “Purchase Order” means a document issued by the City Procurement Office directing the Contractor to 

deliver goods, services, work, materials, construction and/or concessions to the City. 

 

I. “Request for Proposal” means a competitive solicitation issued by the City for the procurement of goods, 

services, work, materials, construction and/or concessions. 

 

http://documents.tempe.gov/sirepub/?sort=meet_date
http://www.tempe.gov/procurement
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18. Responsiveness to Specifications:  Performance or feature requirements which are designated as mandatory or 

minimums are needed in order to satisfy an identified task or performance need.  A description is given for each 

designated feature.  This description shall be used to determine if the Offeror's proposed product(s) and/or 

service(s) is/are capable of performing the function(s) specified in the Request for Proposal. 

 

It is recognized that more than one method may be used to accomplish the sought after task functionality.  If 

Offeror has an alternate method of performing functional tasks, then Offeror shall list such method as an 

"alternate", and described in full detail within the Proposal.  The City shall be the sole judge as to whether any 

alternate methodology will be accepted. 

 

 "Must", "shall", "will", "minimum", "required" and/or "mandatory" performance/feature statements must be met 

or exceeded by the Offeror.  Should no Offeror be found totally responsive to all designated Request for Proposal 

requirements, the City at its option, may either award the Contract to the most responsive Offeror or cancel the 

Request for Proposal and issue another Request for Proposal for the need under revised specifications. 

 

19. Technical Questionnaire:  Offeror must complete the Technical Questionnaire portion of this Request for 

Proposal and provide any documentation required to support the answers to the Questionnaire.  Questionnaire 

items, which are designated as mandatory, are needed to satisfy a required task or performance criteria.  Items, 

which may be listed as desirable, are not required to be responsive to the Request for Proposal and will be 

relatively evaluated against other proposals in making a final award decision. 

 

 If supporting documentation is required, Offeror shall provide the documentation in the sequence set forth in the 

Request for Proposal and ensure all technical literature and/or narrative explanations fully address the specifics of 

the question.  Vague or disorganized responses that do not allow sufficient information for evaluation purposes 

may result in rejection of a Proposal. 

 

20. Proposal Opening:  Proposals shall be opened at the time and place designated on the cover page of this Request 

for Proposals.  The name of each Offeror and the identity of the Request for Proposal for which the proposal was 

submitted shall be publicly read and recorded in the presence of witnesses.  Proposals, modifications and all other 

information received in response to this Request for Proposal shall be shown only to City personnel having a 

legitimate interest in its evaluation.  Prices shall not be read.  After Contract award, the proposals and the 

evaluation documentation shall be open for public inspection. 

 

21. Technical Proposal Opening:  Technical proposals (as received in step one of a two step bidding process) shall 

be opened at the time and place designated on the cover page of this document.  The name of each Offeror and the 

identity of the Request for Proposal for which the proposal was submitted shall be publicly read and recorded in 

the presence of witnesses.  Proposals, modifications and all other information received in response to this Request 

for Proposal shall be shown only to City personnel having a legitimate interest in the evaluation.  Evaluation 

documentation to substantiate technical proposal selection(s) shall be open for public inspection. 

 

22. Proposal Evaluation and Award:  Award(s) shall be made to the responsible Offeror whose proposal is 

determined in writing to be the most advantageous to the City, taking into consideration the evaluation factors set 

forth in the Request for Proposal.  The City shall be the sole judge as to the acceptability of the products and/or 

services offered. 
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23. Clarifications and Negotiations with Offerors and Revisions to Proposal:  Clarifications may be made with 

any submitting firm at any time during the evaluation phase of this procurement.  Clarifications are not 

negotiations and may be utilized by the City to ensure thorough and complete understanding of, and 

responsiveness to, the solicitation requirements.  Negotiations may be conducted with responsible Offerors who 

submit proposals determined to be reasonably susceptible of being selected for award.  The purpose of 

negotiations is to allow the City and the Offeror(s) to revise initial Offers through an exchange or series of 

exchanges.  Should the City elect to call for final proposal revisions (best and final Offers), Offerors shall be 

accorded fair and equal treatment with respect to any opportunity for negotiations and revision of proposals, and 

such revisions may be permitted after submissions and prior to award. In conducting clarifications and 

negotiations there shall be no disclosure of any information derived from proposals submitted by competing 

Offerors.  The purposes of such negotiations shall include but not be limited to: 

 

A. Determine in greater detail such Offeror's qualifications; 

 

B. Explore with the Offeror the scope and nature of the project, the Offeror's proposed method of 

performance, and the relative utility of alternate methods of approach; 

 

C. Determine that the Offeror will make available the necessary personnel and facilities to perform within 

the required time; and 

  

D. Agree upon compensation which is fair and reasonable, taking into account the estimated value of the 

required services, and the scope, complexity and nature of such services. 

 

24. Code Governance:  Unless otherwise specified herein, the provisions of the Tempe City Code, Chapter 26A shall 

apply and govern this Request for Proposal.   

 

25. Public Record: Proposals and all other documents submitted in response to this solicitation shall become the 

property of the City and shall be a matter of public record available for review following the Contract award.  

Material portions of the recommended Offer(s) as determined by the City may be posted to the City’s web site up 

to five (5) days prior to the City Council meeting.   

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 



 

RFP # 15-097 8 

STANDARD TERMS & CONDITIONS 
 

Please note that these Standard Terms & Conditions shall be fully complied with by Offeror. Failure to comply with these 

requirements may result in rejection of a proposal for non-responsiveness, or cancellation or termination of any awarded 

Contract. 

 

1. Applicable Law:  This Contract shall be governed by, and the City and Contractor shall have all remedies 

afforded each by the Uniform Commercial Code as adopted in the State of Arizona, except as otherwise provided 

in this Request for Proposal and resultant Contract, and all statutes or ordinances pertaining specifically to the 

City.  This Contract shall be governed by State of Arizona law and suits pertaining to this Contract may only be 

brought in courts located in Maricopa County, Arizona. 

 

2. Arizona Climate Action Compliance:  Offeror shall comply with all applicable standards, laws, rules, orders 

and regulations issued pursuant to A.R.S. §49-101, et seq., including but not limited to, Arizona Executive Orders 

Nos. 2006-13 and 2005-02, with regard to reducing GHG emissions, increasing energy efficiency, conserving 

natural resources and developing renewable energy sources. 

 

3. Availability of Funds for the Next Fiscal Year:  The City's obligation for performance of the Contract is 

contingent upon the availability of City, state and federal funds that are allocated or appropriated for payment 

obligations of the Contract.  If funds are not allocated by the City or available for the continued use or purchase of 

services, work and/or materials set forth herein, the City may terminate the Contract.  The City will use 

reasonable efforts to notify Contractor of such non-allocation affecting the obligations of the Contractor and/or 

City.  The City shall not be penalized or adversely affected for exercise of its termination rights.  Further, the City 

shall in no way be obligated or liable for additional payments or other damages as a result of such termination.  

No legal liability on the part of the City for any payment may arise for performance under this Contract. 

 

4. Certification:  By signing the “Vendor’s Offer”, form 201-B (RFP), the Offeror certifies: 

 

A. The submission of the vendor’s proposal Offer response did not involve collusion or other anti-

competitive practices. 

 

B. Offeror agrees that it will comply with section 2-603(5) of the Tempe City Code (“TCC”), and will not 

refuse to hire or employ or bar or discharge from employment any person or discriminate against such 

person in compensation, conditions, or privileges of employment because of race, color, gender, gender 

identity, sexual orientation, religion, national origin, familial status, age, disability, or United States 

military veteran status.  Offeror further agrees to provide a copy of its antidiscrimination policy to the 

City's Procurement Officer to demonstrate compliance with TCC section 2-603(5), or attest in writing to 

its compliance in accordance with the attached Affidavit of Compliance.   
 

C. Offeror has not given, offered to give, nor intends to give at any time hereafter any economic opportunity, 

future employment, gift, loan, gratuity, special discount, trip, favor, or service to a public servant in 

connection with the submitted Offer.  Failure to sign the “Vendor’s Offer” or signing it with a false 

statement shall void the submitted proposal and any resulting Contract.  In addition, the Offeror may be 

barred from future proposal and bidding participation with the City and may be subject to such further 

actions as permitted by law. 

 

D. The Offeror agrees to promote and offer to the City only those materials and/or services as stated and 

allowed by this Request for Proposal and resultant Contract award.  Violation of this condition shall be 

grounds for Contract termination by the City. 
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E. The Offeror expressly warrants that it has and will continue to comply in all respects with Arizona law 

concerning employment practices and working conditions, pursuant to A.R.S. § 23-211, et seq., and all 

laws, regulations, requirements and duties relating thereto.  Offeror further warrants that to the extent 

permitted by law, it will fully indemnify the City for any and all losses arising from or relating to any 

violation thereof. 

 

F. Contractor agrees and covenants that it will comply with any and all applicable governmental restrictions, 

regulations and rules of duly constituted authorities having jurisdiction insofar as the performance of the 

work and services pursuant to the Contract, and all applicable safety and employment laws, rules and 

regulations, including but not limited to, the Fair Labor Standards Act, the Walsh-Healey Act, and the 

Legal Arizona Workers Act (LAWA), and all amendments thereto, along with all attendant laws, rules 

and regulations.  Contractor acknowledges that a breach of this warranty is a material breach of this 

Contract and Contractor is subject to penalties for violation(s) of this provision, including termination of 

this Contract.   City retains the right to inspect the documents of any and all contractors, subcontractors 

and sub-subcontractors performing work and/or services relating to the Contract to ensure compliance 

with this warranty.  Any and all costs associated with City inspection are the sole responsibility of 

Contractor.  Contractor hereby agrees to indemnify, defend and hold City harmless for, from and against 

all losses and liabilities arising from any and all violations thereof.   

 

5. Commencement of Work:  Contractor is cautioned not to commence any work or provide any materials or 

services under the Contract until and unless Contractor receives a purchase order, Notice to Proceed, or is 

otherwise directed in writing to do so, by the City. 

 

6. Confidentiality of Records:  The Contractor shall establish and maintain procedures and controls that are 

acceptable to the City for the purpose of assuring that no information contained in its records or obtained from the 

City or from others in carrying out its functions under the Contract shall be used by or disclosed by it, its agents, 

officers, or employees, except as required to efficiently perform duties under the Contract.  Persons requesting 

such information should be referred to the City.  Contractor also agrees that any information pertaining to 

individual persons shall not be divulged other than to employees or officers of Contractor as needed for the 

performance of duties under the Contract, unless otherwise agreed to in writing by the City. 

 

7. Conflict of Interest: This Contract is subject to the cancellation provisions of A.R.S. § 38-511. 

 

8. Contract Formation:  This Contract shall consist of this Request for Proposal and the vendor’s proposal Offer 

submitted, as may be found responsive and approved by the City.  In the event of a conflict in language between 

the documents, the provisions of the City’s Request for Proposal shall govern.  The City’s Request for Proposal 

shall govern in all other matters not otherwise specified by the Contract between the parties.  All previous 

contracts between the Offeror and the City are not applicable to this Contract or other resultant contracts.  Any 

contracted vendor documents that conflict with the language and requirements of the City's solicitation are not 

acceptable and void the Contract. 

 

9. Contract Modifications:  This Request for Proposal and resultant Contact may only be modified by a written 

contract modification issued by the City Procurement Office and counter-signed by the Contractor.  Contractors 

are not authorized to modify any portion of this solicitation or resulting Contract without the written approval of 

the City Procurement Office and issuance of an official modification notice. 

 

10. Contracts Administration:  Contractor must notify the designated Procurement Officer from the City’s 

Procurement Office for guidance or direction of matters of Contract interpretation or problems regarding the 

terms, conditions or scope of this Contract.  The Contract shall contain the entire agreement between the City and 

the Contractor and the Contract shall prevail over any and all previous agreements, contracts, proposals, 

negotiations, purchase orders or master agreements in any form. 
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11. Cooperative Use of Contract:  Any Contract resulting from this solicitation shall be for the use of the City of 

Tempe.  In addition, public and nonprofit agencies that have entered into a Cooperative Purchasing Agreement with 

the City of Tempe’s Department of Procurement are eligible to participate in any subsequent Contract.   Additionally, 

this Contract is eligible for use by the Strategic Alliance for Volume Expenditures (SAVE) cooperative. See 

http://www.maricopa.gov/Materials/SAVE/save-members.pdf for a listing of participating agencies. The parties agree 

that these lists are subject to change.  Any such usage by other municipalities and government agencies must be in 

accord with the ordinance, charter and/or rules and regulations of the respective political entity.  

 

Any orders placed to, or services required from, the successful Contractor(s) will be requested by each participating 

agency.  Payment for purchases made under this agreement will be the sole responsibility of each participating 

agency. The City shall not be responsible for any disputes arising out of transactions made by others.  Contractor shall 

be responsible for correctly administering this Contract in accordance with all terms, conditions, requirements, and 

approved pricing to any eligible procurement unit. 

 

12. Dispute Resolution:  This Contract is subject to arbitration to the extent required by law.  If arbitration is not 

required by law, the City and the Contractor agree to negotiate with each other in good faith to resolve any 

disputes arising out of the Contract.  In the event of any legal action or proceeding arising out of this Contract, the 

prevailing party shall be entitled to recover its reasonable attorneys’ fees and costs incurred with said fees and 

costs to be included in any judgment rendered. 

 

13. Energy Efficient Products:  The City may consider energy conservation factors including costs in the evaluation 

of equipment and product purchases for the purpose of obtaining energy efficient products. In addition, vendor 

proposal Offers may specify items that have been given an energy efficient classification by the federal 

government for consideration by the City. 

 

14. Billing:  All invoices submitted by Contractor for the City's review and approval shall be in itemized form to 

identify the specific item(s) being billed.  Items must be identified by the name, model number, and/or serial 

number most applicable.  Any purchase/delivery order issued by the City shall refer to the Contract number 

resulting from this Request for Proposal.  Separate invoices are required on individual contracts or purchase 

orders.  Only invoices with items resulting from this Request for Proposal will be accepted for review and 

approval by the City. 

 

15. Estimated Quantities:  This Request for Proposal references quantities as a general indication of the City’s 

needs.  The City anticipates considerable activity resulting from Contracts that will be awarded as a result of this 

Request for Proposal; however, the quantities shown are estimates only and the City reserves the right to increase 

or decrease any quantities actually acquired, in its sole discretion. No commitment of any kind is made 

concerning quantities and Offeror hereby acknowledges and accepts same. 

 

16. Events of Default and Termination:   

 

A. The occurrence of any or more of the following events shall constitute a material breach of and default 

under the Contract.  The City reserves the right to terminate the whole or any part of the Contract due to 

Contractor’s failure to fully comply with any term or condition herein. 

 

i) Any failure by Contractor to pay funds or furnish materials, services and/or goods that fail to 

conform to any requirement of this Contract or provide personnel that do not meet Contract 

requirements; 

 

ii) Any failure by Contractor to observe, perform or undertake any provision, covenant or condition 

of this Contract to be observed or performed by Contractor herein, including but not limited to 

failing to submit any report required herein; 

 

http://www.maricopa.gov/Materials/SAVE/save-members.pdf
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iii) Any failure to make progress in the performance required pursuant to the Contract and/or gives 

the City reason to believe that Contractor cannot or will not perform to the requirements of the 

Contract; or, 

 

iv) Any failure of Contractor to commence construction, work or services within the time specified 

herein, and to diligently undertake Contractor’s work to completion. 

 

B. Upon and during the continuance of an event of default, the City, at its option and in addition to any other 

remedies available by law or in equity, without further notice or demand of any kind to Contractor, may 

do the following: 

 

i) Terminate the Contract; 

 

ii) Pursue and/or reserve any and all rights for claims to damages for breach or default of the 

Contract; and/or, 

 

iii) Recover any and all monies due from Contractor, including but not limited to, the detriment 

proximately caused by Contractor’s failure to perform its obligations under the Contract, or which 

in the ordinary course would likely result there from, including, any and all costs and expenses 

incurred by the City in:  (a) maintaining, repairing, altering and/or preserving the premises (if 

any) of the Project; (b) costs incurred in selecting and retaining substitute Contractor for the 

purchase of services, materials and/or work from another source; and/or (c) attorneys’ fees and 

costs in pursuing any remedies under the Contract and/or arising there from.   

 

C. The exercise of any one of the City’s remedies as set forth herein shall not preclude subsequent or 

concurrent exercise of further or additional remedies.  In addition, the City shall be entitled to terminate 

this Contract at any time, in its discretion.  The City may terminate this Contract for default, non-

performance, breach or convenience, or pursuant to A.R.S. § 38-511, or abandon any portion of the 

project for which services have not been fully and/or properly performed by the Contractor. 

 

D. Termination shall be commenced by delivery of written notice to Contractor by the City personally or by 

certified mail, return receipt requested.  Upon notice of termination, Contractor shall immediately stop all 

work, services and/or shipment of goods hereunder and cause its suppliers and/or subcontractors to cease 

work pursuant to the Contract.  Contractor shall not be paid for work or services performed or costs 

incurred after receipt of notice of termination, nor for any costs incurred that Contractor could reasonably 

have avoided. 

 

E. The City, in its sole discretion, may terminate or reduce the scope of this Contract if available funding is 

reduced for any reason. 

 

17. Termination for Convenience:  The City at its sole discretion may terminate this Contract for convenience with 

thirty (30) days advance notice to Contractor.  Contractor shall be reimbursed for all appropriate costs as provided 

for within the Contract up to the termination date specified.    
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18. Force Majeure:   

 

A. Except for payment of sums due, neither party shall be liable to the other nor deemed in default under the 

Contract only in the event that and to the extent that such party’s performance of the Contract is prevented 

by reason of force majeure.  Force majeure means an occurrence that is beyond the control of the party 

affected and occurs without its fault or negligence.  Without limiting the foregoing, force majeure 

includes acts of God, acts of the public enemy, war, riots, mobilization, labor disputes, civil disorders, 

fire, floods, lockouts, injunctions, failures or refusal to act by government authority, and other similar 

occurrences beyond the control of the party declaring force majeure which such party is unable to prevent 

by exercising reasonable diligence.  

 

B. Force majeure shall not include the following occurrences: 

 

i) Late delivery of equipment or materials caused by congestion at a manufacturer’s plant or 

elsewhere, an oversold condition of the market, inefficiencies, or similar occurrences. 

 

ii) Late performance by a subcontractor. 

 

C. If either party is delayed at any time in the progress of the work by force majeure, then the delayed party 

shall notify the other party in writing of such delay within forty-eight (48) hours of the commencement 

thereof and shall specify the causes of such delay in the notice. Such notice shall be hand delivered or sent 

via certified mail and shall make a specific reference to this clause, thereby invoking its provisions. The 

delayed party shall cause such delay to cease as soon as practicable and shall notify the other party in 

writing by hand delivery or certified mail when it has done so.  The time of completion shall be extended 

by Contract modification for a period of time equal to the time that the results or effects of such delay 

prevent the delayed party from performing in accordance with the Contract. 

 

19. Gratuities:  The City may elect to terminate any resultant Contract, if it is found that gratuities in any form were 

offered or given by the Contractor or agent thereof, to any employee of the City or member of a City evaluation 

committee with a view toward securing an order, securing favorable treatment with respect to awarding, 

amending or making of any determinations with respect to performing such order.  In event the Contract is 

terminated by the City pursuant to this provision, the City shall be entitled, in addition to any other rights and 

remedies, to recover or withhold from Contractor the amount of gratuity. 

 

20. Indemnification:  To the fullest extent permitted by law, the Contractor shall defend, indemnify and hold harmless 

the City, its agents, officer, officials, and employees from and against all claims, damages, losses and expenses 

(including but not limited to attorney's fees, court costs, and the costs of appellate proceedings), arising out of, or 

alleged to have resulted from the acts, errors, mistakes, omissions, work, services, or professional services of the 

Contractor, its agents, employees, or any other person (not the City) for whose acts, errors, mistakes, omissions, 

work, services, or professional services the Contractor  may be legally liable in the performance of this Contract.  

Contractor’s duty to hold harmless and indemnify the City, its agents, officers, officials and employees shall arise in 

connection with any claim for damage, loss or expenses that is attributable to bodily injury, sickness disease, death, 

or injury to, impairment, or destruction of any person or property, including loss of use resulting from, caused by 

any acts, errors, mistakes, omissions, work, services, or professional services in the performance of this Contract by 

Contractor or any employee of the Contractor or any other person (not the City) for whose acts, errors, mistakes, 

omissions, work, or services the Contractor may be legally liable.  The amount and type of insurance coverage 

requirement set forth herein will in no way be construed as limiting the scope of indemnity in this paragraph.  This 

provision shall survive the term of this Contract.  
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21. Interpretation of Parole Evidence:  This Contract is intended as a final expression of the agreement between the 

parties and as a complete and exclusive statement of the Contract, unless the signing of a subsequent Contract is   

specifically called for in this Request for Proposal.  No course of prior dealings between the parties and no usage 

of the trade shall be relevant to supplement or explain any term used in the Contract.  Acceptance or acquiescence 

in a course of performance rendered under this Contract shall not be relevant to determine the meaning of the       

Contract, even though the accepting or acquiescing party has knowledge of the nature of the performance and       

opportunity to object. 

 

Contractor shall respond within five (5) calendar days after notice by the City of any defects and/or maintenance 

requests to immediately remedy the condition of the job site.  Should the Contractor fail to respond promptly as 

set forth herein, the City shall correct the job site at the expense of the Contractor, and recover all attendant costs. 

 

22. Key Personnel:  Contractor shall provide adequate experienced personnel, capable of and devoted to the 

successful accomplishment of work to be performed under this Contract during the Contract term and any renewal 

periods.  The Contractor must agree to assign specific individuals to the key positions.  

 

A. The Contractor agrees that, once assigned to work under this Contract, key personnel shall not be 

removed or replaced without prior written notice to the City. 

 

B If key personnel are not available for work under this Contract for a continuous period exceeding thirty 

(30) calendar days, or are expected to devote substantially less effort to the work than initially anticipated, 

the Contractor shall immediately notify the City, and shall replace each person with personnel of 

substantially equal ability and qualifications upon prior City approval. 

 

23. Licenses and Permits:  Contractor shall maintain in current status all federal, state and local licenses and permits 

required for the operation of the business conducted by the Contractor, at its sole expense. 

 

24. No Assignment:  No right or interest in this Contract shall be assigned by Contractor and no delegation of any                   

duty of Contractor shall be made without prior written permission of the City. 

 

25. Notices:  All notices, requests, demands, consents, approvals, and other communications which may or are 

required to be served or given hereunder (for the purposes of this provision collectively called "Notices"), shall be 

in writing and shall be hand delivered or sent by registered or certified United States mail, return receipt 

requested, postage prepaid, addressed to the party or parties to receive such notice as follows: 

 

  City of Tempe Procurement Office 

  Attn:  Procurement Officer    

  20 E. 6
th
 Street (Second Floor) 

  PO Box 5002 

  Tempe, Arizona  85280 

 

  [Contractor’s Name] 

[Attn of Offeror Named in Contract] 

  [Address] 

 

 Or to such other address as either party may from time to time furnish in writing to the other by notice hereunder.   
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26. No Waiver:  No breach of default hereunder shall be deemed to have been waived by the City, except by written 

instrument to that effect signed by an authorized agent of the City.  No waiver of any such breach or default shall 

operate as a waiver of any other succeeding or preceding breach or default or as a waiver of that breach or default 

after demand by the City for strict performance of this Contract.  Acceptance of partial or delinquent payments or 

performance shall not constitute the waiver of any right of the City.  Acceptance by the City for any materials 

shall not bind the City to accept remaining materials, future shipments or deprive the City of the right to return 

materials already accepted.  Acceptance by the City of delinquent or late delivery shall not constitute a waiver of a 

later claim for damages and/or bind the City for future or subsequent deliveries. 

 

27. Overcharges by Antitrust Violations:  The City maintains that, in actual practice, overcharges resulting from 

antitrust violations are borne by the City.  Therefore, to the extent permitted by law, the Contractor hereby assigns 

to the City any and all claims for such overcharges as the goods and/or services used fulfill the Contract. 

 

28.  Performance Standards:  Equipment shall operate in accordance with the performance criteria specified in the   

Request for Proposal, including the manufacturer's published specifications applicable to the machine involved.    

Each machine is expected to be available for productive use, as provided in the procurement documents.                

Penalties and/or bonuses applicable to machine and system performance, if any, shall be calculated as specified in 

the Request for Proposal. 

 

29. Preparation of Specifications by Persons Other Than City Personnel:  No person preparing specifications for 

this Request for Proposal shall receive any direct or indirect benefit from the use of these specifications. 

 

30. Procurement of Recycled Materials:  If the price of recycled material that conforms to specifications is within 

five percent (5%) of the lower priced material that is not recycled and the recycled Offeror is otherwise the lowest 

responsive and responsible Offeror, the proposal containing recycled material shall be considered more 

advantageous; provided the item(s) to be obtained contains at least the minimum amount of recycled content 

material as defined in the City’s solicitation and sufficient funds have been budgeted for the purchase.   

 

31. Provisions By Law:  Each and every provision of law and any clause required by law to be in this Contract will 

be read and enforced as though it were included herein, and if through mistake or otherwise any such provision is 

not inserted, or is not correctly inserted, then upon the application of either party the Contract will forthwith be 

physically amended to make such insertion or correction. 

 

32. Public Record:  After award of Contract, proposal responses shall be considered public record and open for 

public inspection except to the extent the withholding of information is permitted or required by law.  If an 

Offeror believes a specific section of its proposal response is confidential, the Offeror shall mark the page(s) 

confidential and isolate the pages marked confidential in a specific and clearly labeled section of its proposal 

response.  The Offeror shall  include a written statement as to the basis for considering the marked pages 

confidential and the City Procurement Office will review the material and make a determination, pursuant to 

A.R.S. §§ 39-121, et seq., and 41-1330, et seq. A general statement of confidentiality (boiler plate statement) that 

is not appropriately referenced to a specific section of the RFP will not be sufficient to warrant protection by the 

City.  The confidential portion of the submission must be clearly noted with accompanying justification for 

treating the section confidential.  Failure of the vendor to appropriately designate confidential information in this 

manner will relieve the City of any obligation to protect this information as confidential.   

 

33. Records:  Pursuant to provisions of Title 35, Chapter 1, Article 6 Arizona Revised Statutes §§ 35-214 and 

36-215, Contractor shall retain, and shall contractually require each subcontractor to retain, all books, accounts, 

reports, files and other records relating to the acquisition and performance of the Contract for a period of five (5) 

years after the completion of the Contract.  All such documents shall be subject to inspection and audit at 

reasonable times.  Upon request, a legible copy of any or all such documents shall be produced at the offices of 

the City Attorney or City Procurement Office. 
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34. Relationship of Parties: It is clearly understood that each party to this Contract will act in its individual capacity 

and not as an agent, employee, partner, joint venture, or associate of the other party.  The Contractor is an 

independent contractor and shall be solely responsible for any unemployment or disability insurance payments, or 

any social security, income tax or other withholdings, deductions or payments that may be required by federal, 

state or local law with respect to any compensation paid to the Offeror.  An employee or agent of one party shall 

not be an employee or agent of the other party for any purpose whatsoever. 

 

35. Rights and Remedies:  No provisions of this Request for Proposal or in the proposal shall be construed, 

expressly or by implication, as a waiver by the City of any existing or future right and/or remedy available by law 

in the event of any claim of default or breach of Contract.  The failure of the City to insist upon strict performance 

of any term or condition of the Contract or to exercise or delay the exercise of any right or remedy provided in the 

Contract, or by law, shall not release the Contractor from any responsibilities or obligations imposed by the 

Contract or by law, and shall not be deemed a waiver of any right of the City to insist upon the strict performance 

of the Contract. 

 

36. Safety Standards:  All items supplied on this Contract must comply with the current applicable Occupational 

Safety and Health Standards of the State of Arizona Industrial Commission, the National Electric Code and the 

National Fire Protection Association Standards. 

 

37. Serial Numbers:  Proposals shall include equipment on which the original manufacturer's serial number has not 

been altered in any way.  The City reserves the right to reject any and all equipment. 

 

38. Severability:  The provisions of this Contract are severable to the extent that any provision or application held to 

be invalid shall not affect any other provision or application of the Contract which may remain in effect without 

the invalid provision or application. 

 

39. Specially Designated Nationals and Blocked Persons List:  Contractor represents and warrants to the City that              

 neither Contractor nor any affiliate or representative of Contractor: 

 

A. Is listed on the Specially Designated Nationals and Blocked Persons List maintained by the Office of 

Foreign Asset Control, Department of the Treasury (OFAC) pursuant to Executive Order no. 13224, 66 

Fed. Reg. 49079 (“Order”); 

 

B. Is listed on any other list of terrorists or terrorist organizations maintained pursuant to the Order, the rules 

and regulations of OFAC or any other applicable requirements contained in any enabling legislation or 

other related Order(s); 

 

C. Is engaged in activities prohibited in the Order; or, 

 

D. Has been convicted, pleaded nolo contendre, indicted, arraigned or custodially detained on charges 

involving money laundering or predicate crimes to money laundering. 

 

40. Time of the Essence:  Time is and shall be of the essence in this Contract.  If the delivery date(s) specified herein 

cannot be met, Contractor shall notify the City using an acknowledgment of receipt of order and intent to perform 

without delay, for instruction.  The City reserves the right to terminate this Contract and to hold Contractor liable 

for any cost of cover, excess cost(s) or damage(s) incurred as a result of delay. 
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41. Unauthorized Firearms & Explosives:  No person conducting business on City property is to carry a firearm or 

explosive of any type.  All Offerors, Contractors and subcontractors shall honor this requirement at all times and 

failure to honor this requirement shall result in Contract termination and additional penalties.  This requirement 

also applies to any and all persons, including those who maintain a concealed weapon’s permit.  In addition to 

Contract termination, anyone carrying a firearm or explosive device will be subject to further legal action. 

 

42. Warranties:  Contractor expressly warrants that all materials and/or goods delivered under the Contract shall 

conform to the specifications of this Contract, and be merchantable and free from defects in material and 

workmanship, and of the quality, size and dimensions specified herein.  This express warranty shall not be waived 

by way of acceptance or payment by the City, or otherwise.  Contractor expressly warrants the following:   

 

A. All workmanship shall be finest and first-class; 

 

B. All materials and goods utilized shall be new and of the highest suitable grade for its purpose; and, 

 

C. All services will be performed in a good and workmanlike manner.  Contractor’s warranties shall survive 

inspection, acceptance and/or payment by the City, and shall run to the City, its successors, agents and 

assigns.   

 

The Contractor agrees to make good by replacement and/or repair, at its sole expense and at no cost to the City, 

any defects in materials or workmanship which may appear during the period ending on a date twelve (12) 

months after acceptance by the City, unless otherwise specified herein.  Should Contractor fail to perform said 

replacement and/or repair to City’s satisfaction within a reasonable period of time, City may correct or replace 

said defective or nonconforming materials and recover the costs thereof from Contractor.  This warranty shall not 

operate to reduce the statute of limitations period for breach of contract actions or otherwise, or reduce or 

eliminate any legal or equitable remedies. 

 

43. Work for Hire and Ownership of Deliverables:  Contractor hereby agrees and covenants that all the results and 

proceeds of Contractor’s work and/or services for the Project specified herein, for Contractor and all of its agents, 

employees, officers and subcontractors, shall be owned by the City, including the copyright thereto, as work for 

hire.  In the event, for any reason such results and proceeds are not deemed work for hire, Contractor agrees and 

covenants that it shall be deemed to have assigned to the City all of its right, title and interests in such results, 

proceeds and content to the City, without limitation.  Contractor agrees to indemnify and hold the City harmless 

from and against all claims, liability, losses, damages and expenses, including without limitation, legal fees and 

costs, arising from or due to any actual or claimed trademark, patent or copyright infringement and any litigation 

based thereon, with respect to any work, services and/or materials contemplated in this Contract.  Contractor 

agrees to pay to defend any and all such actions brought against the City.  Contractor’s obligations hereunder shall 

survive acceptance by the City of all covenants herein as well as the term of the Contract itself. 

 

44. Non-exclusive Contract:  Any Contract resulting from this Request for Proposal shall be awarded with the 

understanding and agreement that it is non-exclusive and entered into for the sole convenience of the City.  The 

City reserves the right to obtain like goods or services from another source to secure cost savings or if timely 

delivery may be met by the Contractor 

 

45. Ordering Process:  Upon award of a Contract by the City Procurement Office, the City may procure the specific 

material and/or service awarded by the issuance of a purchase order to the appropriate Contractor.  Each purchase 

order must cite the correct Contract number.  Such purchase order is required for the City to order and the 

Contractor to deliver the material and/or service. 
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46. Shipping Terms:  Prices shall be F.O.B. Destination to the delivery location(s) designated herein.  Contractor 

shall retain title and control of all goods until they are delivered and the Contract of coverage has been completed. 

All risk of transportation and all related charges shall be the responsibility of the Contractor.  The City will notify 

the Contractor promptly of any damaged materials and shall assist the Contractor in arranging for inspection.  

Shipments under reservation are prohibited. No tender of a bill of lading shall operate as a tender of the materials. 

 

47. Delegated Awards:  In the event this Contract is administratively awarded via delegated authority as provided for 

in Section 26A-5 of the Procurement Ordinance, the Contractor acknowledges that a final Contract with the City 

of Tempe requires City Council approval and possibly the signature of the Mayor.  Should this Contract be 

rejected by the City Council, Contractor agrees that it is immediately void and unenforceable against any party. 

The awarded firm(s) will be compensated only for any and all costs incurred up to the date of notification of such 

termination.     
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Special Terms and Conditions 
 

Proposals taking exception to Special Terms & Conditions stated within this Request for Proposal may cause the Proposal 

to be considered nonresponsive and rejected.   

 

1. City Procurement Document:  This Request for Proposal is issued by the City.  No alteration of any portion of 

this Request for Proposal by an Offeror is permitted and any attempt to do so shall result in vendor’s proposal 

Offer being considered nonresponsive, and rejected.  No alteration of any portion of a resultant Contract is 

permitted without the written approval of the City Procurement Office and any attempt to do so shall be 

considered a breach of the Contract.  Any such action is subject to the legal and contractual remedies available to 

the City inclusive of, but not limited to, Contract termination and/or suspension of the Contractor. 

 

2. Offer Acceptance Period:  To allow for an adequate evaluation, the City requires the vendor’s proposal Offer in 

response to this Request for Proposal to be valid and irrevocable for 120 days after the proposal due time and 

date. 

 

3. Contract Type:  Term with justifiable price adjustments allowed, indefinite quantity. 

 

4. Term of Contract:  The term of the Contract shall commence on the date of award and shall continue for a 

period of one (1) year thereafter, unless terminated, canceled or extended as otherwise provided herein. 

 

5. Contract Renewal:  The City reserves the right to unilaterally extend the period of any resultant Contract for 

ninety (90) days beyond the stated term.  In addition, the City at its option may renew for supplemental terms of 

up to a maximum of four (4) additional years.  The period for any single renewal increment shall be determined 

by the City Procurement Office.  Such increment shall not be for more than a period of one (1) year each, unless 

the City is eligible to obtain a significant cost and/or supply advantage by a longer Contract renewal period. 

 

6. Price Adjustment:   

 

A. The Procurement Office will review fully documented requests for price increases after the Contract has 

been in effect for six (6) months.  The requested price increase must be based upon a cost increase that 

was clearly unpredictable at the time of the Proposal and can be shown to directly affect the price of the 

item concerned.  The City Procurement Office will determine whether the requested price increase, or an 

alternative option, is in the best interest of the City. Advanced thirty (30) day written notification by 

Contractor is required for any price changes.  All price adjustments will be effective on the first day of the 

month following approval or acceptance by the City Procurement Office. After the City approves a price 

increase the Contractor shall not be eligible to receive an additional increase until six (6) months from the 

date of the last approved price increase.   

 

B. Price increase requests must be acknowledged in writing by the City Procurement Office before becoming 

effective.  If not acknowledged within thirty (30) days, Contractor shall contact the City Procurement 

Office to assure the price increase request was received.  

 

C. The Contractor shall offer any published price reduction or if applicable to Contract, profit sharing price 

advantage to the City concurrent with its announcement to other customers.  A price reduction or profit 

sharing price advantage may be offered at any time during the terms of an awarded Contract and shall 

become effective upon notice and acceptance.  The City shall likewise take advantage of any special sales 

discounts offered to the general public, which exceed contracted price discounts extended to the City by 

the Contractor. 

 

7. Multiple Awards:  The City has a large number and variety of potential customer departments.  In order to assure 

that any ensuing Contracts will allow the City to fulfill current and future requirements, the City reserves the right 

to award Contracts to multiple companies.  The actual utilization of any Contract will be at the sole discretion of 

the City.  The fact that the City may make multiple awards should be taken into consideration by each Offeror. 
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8. Insurance: 

 

A. Insurance Required:  Prior to commencing services under this Contract, Contractor shall procure and 

maintain for the duration of the Contract insurance against claims for injuries (including death) to persons 

and damages to property, which may arise from or in connection with the performance of the work 

hereunder by the Contractor, its agents, representatives, employees, subcontractors, or sub-subcontractors. 

For Offerors with self-insurance, proof of self-insurance with minimum limits expressed below must be 

submitted on proper forms for evaluation prior to award of Contract. 

  

A Contract Award Notice or Purchase Order will not be issued to a Vendor until receipt of all required 

insurance documents by the City Procurement Office with such documents meeting all requirements 

herein.  In addition, before any Contract renewal, all required insurance must be in force and on file with 

the City Procurement Office.  Contractor must submit required insurance within ten (10) calendar days 

after request by the City Procurement Office or the award may be rescinded and another Vendor selected 

for award. 

  

B. Minimum Limits of Coverage:  Without limiting any obligations or liabilities, the Contractor, at its sole 

expense, shall purchase and maintain the minimum insurance specified below with companies duly 

licensed or otherwise approved by the State of Arizona, Department of Insurance and with forms 

satisfactory to the City.  Each insurer shall have a current A.M. Best Company, Inc., rating of not less 

than A-VII.  Use of alternative insurers requires prior approval from the City. 

 

i. Minimum Limits of Insurance.  Contractor shall maintain limits no less than: 

 

a. Commercial General Liability 

 

Commercial general liability insurance limit of not less than $1,000,000 for each occurrence, with 

a $2,000,000 general aggregate limit.  The general aggregate limit shall apply separately to the 

services under this Contract or the general aggregate shall be twice the required per occurrence 

limit.  The policy shall be primary and include coverage for bodily injury, property damage, 

personal injury, products, completed operations, and blanket contractual coverage, including but 

not limited to the liability assumed under the indemnification provisions of this Contract which 

coverage will be at least as broad as insurance service officer policy form CG2010 11/85 edition 

or any replacement thereof. 

 

In the event the general liability policy is written on a "claims made" basis, coverage shall extend 

for two (2) years past completion and acceptance of the services as evidenced by annual 

certificates of insurance. 

 

Such policy shall contain a "severability of interests" provision. 

 

b. Worker’s Compensation 

 

The Contractor shall carry worker’s compensation insurance to cover obligations imposed by 

federal and state statutes having jurisdiction of Contractor employees engaged in the performance 

of services; and employer’s liability insurance of not less than $100,000 for each accident, 

$100,000 disease for each employee and $500,000 disease policy limit. 

 

In case services are subcontracted, the Contractor will require the subcontractor to provide 

worker’s compensation and employer’s liability to at least the same extent as provided by 

Contractor. 

 

c. Automobile Liability 
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  Commercial business automobile liability insurance with a combined single life or bodily injury 

 and property damages of not less than $1,000,000 per accident regarding any owned, hired, and 

 non-owned vehicles assigned to or used in performance of the Contractor services.  Coverage will 

 be at least as broad as coverage Code 1 "any auto".  Insurance Service Office policy form 

 CA0001 Y87 or any replacements thereof.  Such coverage shall include coverage for loading and 

 unloading hazards.  

 

 

 

C. Additional Insured.  The insurance coverage, except for workers compensation and professional liability 

coverage, required by this  Contract, shall name the City, its agents, representatives, directors, officials, 

employees, and officers, as additional insureds, and shall specify that insurance afforded the Contractor 

shall be primary insurance.  This provision and the naming of the city as an additional insured shall in no 

way be construed as giving rise to responsibility or liability of the City for applicable deductible amounts 

under such policy(s).   

 

D. Coverage Term.  All insurance required herein shall be maintained in full force and effect until all work 

or service required to be performed under the terms of the Contract is satisfactorily completed and 

formally accepted by the City.  Failure to do so shall constitute a material breach of this Contract. 

 

E. Primary Coverage.  Contractor’s insurance shall be primary insurance to the City, and any insurance or 

self insurance maintained by the City shall not contribute to it. 

 

F. Claim Reporting.  Any failure to comply with the claim reporting provisions of the policies or any breach 

of a policy warranty shall not affect coverage afforded under the policy to protect the City. 

 

G. Waiver.  The policies, including workers’ compensation, shall contain a waiver of transfer rights of 

recovery (subrogation) against the City, its agents, representatives, directors, officers, and employees for 

any claims arising out of the work or services of the Contractor. 

 

H. Deductible/Retention.  The policies may provide coverage which contain deductibles or self-insured 

retentions.  Such deductible and/or self insured retentions shall be disclosed by the contractor and shall 

not be applicable with respect to the coverage provided to the City under such policies.  Contractor shall 

be solely responsible for deductible and/or self-insurance retention and the City, at its option, may require 

Contractor to secure the payment of such deductible or self-insured retentions by a surety bond or an 

irrevocable and unconditional letter of credit.  

 

I. Certificates of Insurance.  Prior to commencing work or services under this Contract, Contractor shall 

furnish the City with certificates of insurance, or formal endorsements as required by the Contract, issued 

by the Contractor’s insurer(s), as evidence that policies providing the required coverages, conditions, and 

limits required by this Contract are in full force and effect.  Such certificates shall identify this Contract 

number or name and shall provide for not less than thirty (30) days advance notice of cancellation, 

termination, or material alteration.  Such certificates shall be sent directly to: Contract Administrator, City 

of Tempe, P. O. Box 5002, Tempe, AZ 85280. 

 

J. Copies of Policies.  The City reserves the right to request and to receive, within ten (10) working days, 

certified copies of any or all of the above policies and/or endorsements.  The City shall not be obligated, 

however, to review same or to advise Contractor of any deficiencies in such policies and endorsements, 

and such receipt shall not relieve Contractor from, or be deemed a waiver of, the City’s right to insist on 

strict fulfillment of Contractor’s obligations under this Contract. 
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9. Payments - After Acceptance of Delivery:  Payment in full shall be made to the Contractor within thirty (30) 

days after receipt and acceptance of delivery by the City, unless terms other than net thirty (30) days are offered 

as a discount, at the City’s sole discretion. 
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Package Label 
 

 

Please cut out and attach the following label to the outside of your submission. 
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Refuse Vehicles 

Due Date:  Wednesday, April 29, 2015 

 
Submitting Firm:  
                 

                 Address: ________________________________________________ 

 

                                ________________________________________________ 

 
When dropping off at the Procurement office, dial 8329 for assistance. 

 

 

 

Proposal response must be in the possession of the City of Tempe Procurement Office by the stated due date and time.   

 

US Mail parcels sent to the City of Tempe PO Box may not be delivered to the Procurement Office for 24 hours or more 

after receipt by the City because of internal mail processing procedures.  Please keep this potential time delay in mind 

when US Mail Service is utilized. 

Delivery addresses are shown below for your convenience. 

 

If sending via US Mail:   If sending via courier, FedEx, UPS or hand delivery: 

  

Tony Allen Tony Allen 

City of Tempe City of Tempe 
Financial Services/Procurement Office Financial Services/Procurement Office 

P O Box 5002 20 E Sixth St  (2
nd

 Floor) 

Tempe, AZ   85280 Tempe, AZ   85281 
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Format of Documents 
 

 

This document has been issued in Word format to allow the responding firm the ability to provide requested information, 

answer questions, and provide pricing within the actual document.  The answers boxes in the tables are auto expanding 

and will allow you to insert as much information as you feel is required. 

 

It is required that your Flash drive copies of your response be returned in Word format. 

 

The signature page can be submitted as a pdf document. 

  

Any supplemental documentation that you feel is necessary for your response should be in pdf format, however, the scan 

should be optimized to low resolution.  

 

For both the hard copy and flash drive copies it is only necessary to include the items marked:  

 

“Return this Section with your Response” 
 

However, each respondent may submit any information it feels necessary to complete their submission. 
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Scope of Work 
 

 

The City of Tempe is issuing this Request for Proposal to establish a one-year contract with four one-year renewal options 

for the purchase of refuse vehicles – front load, side load and rear load – for use by the Solid Waste Division.    

 

The City of Tempe contract for refuse vehicles has historically been utilized by agencies throughout the state, 

however, no volume by other entities will be guaranteed.  It is in the best interest of vendor to provide option 

lists beyond those requested in this RFP to be incorporated as part of the awarded contract to be utilized by 

cooping agencies.  Provide complete information and pricing for all optional items submitted – the optional 

pricing information shall include all cost for the item, eg, if a different size body is shown as an option the 

price quoted shall include all cost changes related to the change – cost of wheelbase change, cost change for 

rear frame overhang, etc.  

 

The City reserves the right to make multiple awards and/or to award contracts by line items or aggregate award.  

Submitters are not required to bid all items in order to be considered for award. 

 

Anticipated Purchases  

 

The chart below indicates the number of vehicles currently anticipated to be purchased by the City of Tempe over 

the potential life of the contract. 

 

 
Fiscal Year Front Load Side Load Rear Load 

2015/2016 3 6  

2016/2017 2 3 1 

2017/2018 2 3 1 

2018/2019 1 3  

2019/2020 2 3  

Total 10 18 2 
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Specifications – Cab and Chassis 
Return this Section with your Response 

 

Desired minimum specification for vehicle chassis. Any exceptions to the desired specifications must be explained.  Any 

omission from these specifications shall not relieve the contractor from the responsibility of furnishing a vehicle with all 

necessary components, accessories, controls, technical advice and supervision for efficient operation. 

 

All specifications are preferred unless noted otherwise.  If your product does not at least meet the indicated 

minimum specifications, or you are offering an equivalent brand, you must indicate “No” and provide details about your 

offering in the exception column.   The decision to accept or reject the vendor offered substitution is at the sole discretion 

of the City of Tempe. 

 

The City will be the sole determiner of acceptability of ‘approved equals’. 

 
Specification Multiplier 

Item marked with  are required – if not included, offer may be considered non-responsive 

Items marked with  will be scored with a multiplier of 5 

Items marked with  will be scored with a multiplier of 3 

Unmarked items will have no multiplier 

 
 

A 

 

Cab 

Vendor Response 

Yes No Exception 

 1 2 door COE Design - Required    

 a Specify Manufacturer  

b Specify Model  

c Specify Warranty  

2 Instruments – Fuel, voltmeter, oil pressure, air pressure, water temperature, 

transmission temperature, tachometer, & speedometer.     
   

a Each gauge shall be independently wired and grounded.  Units with “Smart 

Gauge” systems will not be accepted unless software, hardware and 

training is provided to allow the City the ability to reprogram and reset 

gauges. 

   

3 Driver’s seat with air lumbar support, National Seating model Standard Plus or 

Captain series or equal high-back, low profile air ride– cloth covered.   

   

a Drives seat shall be mounted in a way to provide the maximum amount of 

rearward adjustment that the cab will allow providing maximum legroom 

for driver. 

   

4 Matching air ride Passenger seat supplied with air control on right side of seat - 

cloth covered. 

   

5 Dual windshield wipers and washers    

6 Dual sun visors    

7 AM/FM/CD radio    

8 Tinted safety glass    

9 All windows, excluding windshield, to be covered with the darkest available 

high performance metalized film (complaint with local legal requirements). 

   

a Windshield shall have a full width strip, 4” to 5” wide, of tint along the 

top edge across the entire windshield 

   

10 Door windows shall be power assisted with controls easily accessible to the 

driver. 

   

a Motors shall be mounted inside the door and shall not protrude past door 

panel 

   

11 Dual 6” x 16” collapsible west coast mirrors with 8” convex mirror mounted 

at base of frame 

   

12 Dual air conditioning system.  Factory installed dash air system and roof air 

system designed to operate with A/C coming out dash and roof vents at the same 

time if needed. To be of sufficient size and rating for use in ambient 
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temperatures of up to 120 degrees Fahrenheit. 

13 Roof air conditioning will incorporate a Red Dot R-2000 ceiling mount 

evaporator or equal.  All repair components to be available locally.  Condenser 

to be factory installed dual fan, roof mount. Unit and all components, including 

condenser, installed in a manner that does not interfere with any of the truck or 

refuse operational controls.   

   

14 Factory installed heater and defroster    

15 LED chassis lighting package incorporating solid mounts with mid body turn 

signal is required  

   

16 All wiring must be neatly loomed and routed    

17 12 volt cigarette lighter style power accessory receptacle within easy access of 

driver is to be provided – minimum 15 amp rating 

   

18 Double/extended brake pedal    

19 Color Nutmeg – AXALTA (Dupont) Imron Elite or equal)    

20 Any wiring or plumbing running up the side or over the roof of body shall be 

protected from tree limbs, or other obstructions, that might contact the body 

   

a Weather pack connectors shall be used at all connectors that might be 

subject to inclement weather. 

   

b All areas where wiring passes through sheet metal and panel openings are 

to be grommeted 

   

21 Mud flaps installed on front and rear fenders to keep mud  and  debris from 

getting on refuse box or any components – no advertising allowed 

   

22 Metal shield to be mounted ahead of front tandem tires and extend downward 

a sufficient length to prevent mud and debris from getting on refuse box or 

any components. 

   

23 Full engine enclosure and cab floor heat and noise insulation to be provided    

a Insulation is to cover the complete underside of the “doghouse” and 

extend out both sides coating the cab floor 

   

b Bayseal  2.7P closed cell roofing foam or approved equal    

c Ceramic insulating beads added into topcoat for additional heat reflective 

properties 

   

24 Full cab wall and roof insulation to be provided – minimum R-18    

a Area behind driver shall be fully insulated and finished – floor to 

headliner with the exception of rear window 

   

 

B 

 

Chassis 

 Vendor Response 

Yes No Exception 

 1 GVRW – minimum 58,000#    

2 Wheel-base, cab   to   axle   and   overhang   shall   all meet respective body 

manufacturer’s requirements. It is the vendor’s responsibility to design the unit 

and guarantee legal load limits and weight distribution using average weights 

under normal conditions.   

   

3 Frame rails of sufficient strength and rating to withstand continuous refuse truck 

service. The RBM rating of at least 3,000,000 in the main section, primarily of 

bolted construction with as few rivets as possible.   

   

a No welding or frame rails or cross members    

b No drilling of frame rail flanges    

4 Front axle - 20,000# minimum with springs and shocks     

5 Springs and spring hangers for front axle to exceed the rating of the axle.    

6 Rear axle – Tandem axles with dual wheels and a minimum 40,000# rear axle 

rating – Meritor MT40-14X .   

   

7 Axles to have outboard drums and hub seals.    

8 6.14 gear ratio to optimize refuse can to can power and speed, and be able to 

obtain approximately 60 mph road speed. 

   

a State gear ratios and MPH calculations 

offered 

 

9 Rear suspension – Hendrickson Haulmaax HMX-400 or approved equal.  

Suspension capable of withstanding a minimum GVWR of 40,000 #. 
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a Specify Brand, Model and rating offered  

10 Rear suspension – Hendrickson HMX-400 or approved equal.  Suspension 

capable of withstanding a GVWR of 60,000#. 

   

a Specify Brand, Model and rating offered  

11 Brakes – dual circuit anti-lock, air    

a S cam actuators with automatic slack adjusters required    

b 18.0 CFM minimum compressor    

c Air dryer with replaceable cartridge shall be included – spin on preferred    

d Air system to have air coupling or stem valve to allow pressurization of 

system from an outside source 

   

e Air tanks shall be plumbed to allow manual draining without getting under 

the vehicle 

   

f State front brake size  

g State rear brake size – Tandem Drive 

Axle 

 

12 Parking Brake – air activated release, spring loaded    

13 Tires – radial tubeless with standard highway tread (must be new tires – no 

retreads) 

   

a Size - 315/80R22.5 load range L    

14 Wheels – Aluminum disc, 10 hole hub-piloted    

15 Fuel Tank Capacity – approximately 70 gallon DFE    

a State tank capacity  

16 A means for towing vehicle with  wrecker must be provided.  Pick up loops or 

eyes on front of vehicle strong enough to tow the vehicle with the front wheels 

off the ground. Must have a front bumper. 

   

17 Hydraulic power steering    

a Reservoir shall be mounted that allows checking and filling from ground 

level 

   

18 Smallest available steering wheel to be installed    

a State outside diameter of wheel to be 

provided 

 

 

C 

 

Engine 

Vendor Response 

Yes No Exception 

 1 EPA compliant electronically controlled, water cooled, 4 cycle CNG engine.  

Cummins ISL-G (320 HP) minimum or equal. 

   

a State Manufacturer  

b State Model  

c State Horsepower  

d State Torque  

e State year of manufacture  

2 It is required that engine, injectors, fuel pump, turbo, and after treatment if 

equipped, be warranted for 5 years/100,000 miles with no deductible 

   

3 Oil Filter – full flow, spin-on    

4 Air Cleaner – dry type – dual element.   Air intake for the engine must be from 

a point above roof of cab and properly bonneted to keep out moisture.   Intake 

system to have restriction gauge mounted on the air cleaner housing. 

   

5 Coolant Filtration System – spin on type with pre charged element    

6 Cooling system must have the largest heavy-duty components available with 

coolant recovery system. Cooling system filter equipped.  Manufacturer must 

state that cooling system will keep engine at normal operating temperature in 

very dusty conditions and in temperatures that can reach 120 degree Fahrenheit.  

The preferred cooling system will have no more than one radiator, frontally 

mounted. 

   

 a Metal surge tank preferred    

b If plastic tank used, it must be warrantied for a minimum of five (5) years 

for workmanship, cracks, leaks or sun damage 

   

 c Hoses (radiator, by-pass and heater) – Gates Blue Stripe or equal    
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d Hose clamps to be worm drive compatible with silicone rubber    

7 Turbo shall have a separate heat shield to deflect heat from cab floor or 

vehicle interior 

   

8 Engine alarm and shutdown system for high water temperature and low oil 

pressure.  System must be OEM approved. 

   

9 Engine supplied with high quality fuel filtering system to remove all impurities, 

including water, from the fuel with spin on filter. 

   

10 Alternator – 12 volt Delco HD 33Si series 135 amp minimum.    

a State alternator manufacturer, model and 

amperage 

 

11 Batteries – 3 ea 12 volt low, or maintenance free, 2250 CCA minimum    

12 Cables professionally formed and routed with the shortest cable possible to 

reduce voltage drop and amp loss.   

   

13 Batteries housed in covered container that is resistant to corrosion and yet must 

be easily accessible for servicing. 

   

14 Unit must be supplied with a battery cut off switch with lockout. The switch is 

to be mounted as close to the batteries as possible and wired to interrupt the 

positive battery feed. 

   

a Fused circuit to maintain power to cab radio for retention of set station 

memory 

   

b No keyed battery disconnect switches    

15 Exhaust System – Proper heat shielding is required to preclude refuse debris 

from contacting any heat sources created by the turbo and exhaust system 

components.  Height of system, including diffuser, should not exceed height of 

body. 

   

 

D 

 

Transmission 

Vendor Response 

Yes No Exception 

 1 Allison automatic – 4500 RDS, 6 speed – wide ratio    

a Push button selector     

b Filter – spin-on, located conveniently for service    

c Transmission oil to air or oil to coolant water cooler    

2 Equipped with internal retarder    

3 Dipstick provided – must be accessible from the ground without tilting the 

cab. 

   

4 Transmission must be supplied from the factory with Allison approved 

Transynd synthetic fluid. 

   

5 Allison ETC 5 year extended warranty to be included    

 

E 

 

Manuals 

Vendor Response 

Yes No Exception 

 1 The preferred medium for manuals is a web based platform.  Vendors shall 

provide (at no cost to the City) access to all online manuals, including updates, 

for the lifecycle of the unit, or ten years, whichever comes first.   

   

2 If online manuals are not yet available, digital versions can be substituted; 

however, they must be in PDF format.   Pdf manuals must be searchable by 

item/topic. 

   

a Must be capable of being installed on a shared drive for access at multiple 

locations without using the CD, or provide the ability to copy the manuals 

for use at multiple locations. 

   

3 Service Manuals – to include comprehensive hydraulic and wiring schematics 

a Chassis    

b Engine    

c Transmission    

d ABS    

e Body    

4 Parts Manuals 

a Chassis    

b Engine    
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c Transmission    

d ABS    

e Body    

5 Operators manual – two (2) – to be supplied with each unit    

 

F 

 

Training 

Vendor Response 

Yes No Exception 

 1 On site factory authorized operator training for each vehicle delivered.  Operator 

training shall be scheduled at the convenience of the City of Tempe personnel 

   

2 Vendor familiarity training for maintenance and repair of the vehicle.  Training 

must occur within 2 weeks of request by the City. 

   

 

G 

 

Miscellaneous 

Vendor Response 

Yes No Exception 

 1 Data label shall be affixed to the vehicle that lists all fluid capacities and fluid 

type 

   

2 MCO supplied at time of delivery is required    

3 A minimum of 4 sets of keys shall be supplied at time of delivery     

4 If multiple units are ordered, all units shall be keyed alike unless otherwise 

specified 
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Specifications – Rear Loader 
Return this Section with your Response 

 

Desired minimum specification for rear load refuse vehicles. Any exceptions to the desired specifications must be 

explained.  Any omission from these specifications shall not relieve the contractor from the responsibility of furnishing a 

vehicle complete with all necessary components, accessories, controls, technical advice and supervision for efficient 

operation. 

 

All specifications are preferred unless noted otherwise.  If your product does not at least meet the indicated 

minimum specifications, or you are offering an equivalent brand, you must indicate “No” and provide details about your 

offering in the exception column.   The decision to accept or reject the vendor offered substitution is at the sole discretion 

of the City of Tempe. 

 

The City will be the sole determiner of acceptability of ‘approved equals’. 

 
Specification Multiplier 

Item marked with  are required – if not included, offer may be considered non-responsive 

Items marked with  will be scored with a multiplier of 5 

Items marked with  will be scored with a multiplier of 3 

Unmarked items will have no multiplier 

 

Unit Cycle Times 

  

Units with cycle times that are better than requested will receive higher scores than those just meeting standards 

as stated. 

 
  

A 

 

Rear Load Specific Specifications 

Vendor Response 

Yes No Exception 

 1 Due to space limitations on Tempe routes a smaller wall to wall and curb to curb 

turning diameters are required.  Vendor is to specify the turning diameter of the 

completed unit as requested below.  Smaller turning diameters will score higher 

during the evaluation process  

   

a State wall to wall turning diameter for 

unit submitted 

 

b State curb to curb turning diameter for 

unit submitted 

 

c State wheel cut for submitted unit   

2 Any wiring or plumbing running up the side, or over the roof, of body shall be 

guarded or protected by some means from tree limbs, or other obstructions, that 

might contact the body. Any covers, guards or protective devices must be 

constructed in a way that allows for easy removal and/or replacement of 

wiring, hoses, or lines during repairs or diagnostic of electrical or hydraulic 

systems.  

   

3 

 

Safety pins or clips that hold prop or similar device in place shall be permanently 

secured or tethered to prevent accidental loss 

   

4 

 

All bearings and bushings must have a means to be fully and completely 

lubricated by operator using a standard hand grease gun.  Vendor must design the 

means for grease to travel from zerk into the bearing or bushing and entirely 

cover all friction points.  Grease passages must be designed in a way that 

prevents poor flow of grease or allows foreign material to clog grease passages. 

   

5 CNG tanks will be mounted outboard on the truck frame with one on each side 

with a total DGE of approximately 70 gallons. 

   

State gallons offered  

6 One slow fill nozzle on the front bumper and one slow fill and one fast fill on the 

right side of the truck. 

   

  Vendor Response 
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B Warranty Yes No Exception 

 1 Minimum two (2) year on all parts, materials and labor    

a Specify the warranty that you will offer  

2 All hydraulic cylinders shall be four (4) years on parts and labor including seals    

a State the warranty that you will offer  

3 Minimum seven (7) years on hopper floor and sides on all parts and labor    

a Specify the warranty that you will offer  

4 Minimum five (5) years on structural integrity and design of body to include 

cracks and premature wear out of components of body and packing system. 

   

a Specify the warranty that you will offer  

 

C 

 

Body 

Vendor Response 

Yes No Exception 

 1 25 yard capacity exclusive of tailgate hopper    

a State Manufacturer  

b State Model  

c State wet weight of cab and chassis  

d State wet weight of refuse unit  

e State wet weight of entire unit without 

refuse load 

 

f State Wheelbase of unit  

g State Length of completed unit  

h State Width of completed unit  

i State Height of completed unit  

j State achievable payload capacity for unit 

offered 

 

k State achievable pounds per yard 

compaction 

 

2 Body shall be designed for mounting on a COE chassis to allow accessibility to 

engine and all components 

   

3 LED lighting package incorporating solid mounts is required.      

4 Mid body turn signals (LED) are to be mounted on each side of the body.  Solid 

mount to avoid lights being dislodged by contact with trees, brush, etc.  

   

5 Center mounted LED brake light is required    

6 Ecco model 210 electronic back up alarm to be installed    

7 Structural integrity of the body shall allow high density loading – minimum of 

1,000 pounds per cubic yard of normal refuse. 

   

8 Body shall be constructed in such a fashion, and from materials, that will allow 

repeated packing cycles without distortion of body. 

   

9 Body side door supplied.  Access must meet ANSI Safety requirements.  Door 

must be equipped with a reliable and positive latch.   

   

a Door to be equipped with a safety interlock to disable pump functioning 

when door is open. 

   

10 State estimated maximum payload while 

maintaining legal weight limits as defined by 

the Arizona bridge formula. 

 

 

D 

 

Tailgate 

Vendor Response 

Yes No Exception 

 1 Tailgate to be top hinged    

2 Tailgate shall be raised by hydraulic cylinders for load ejection.    

a Tailgate cylinders to incorporate a restriction device to prevent rapid decent 

in the case of hydraulic failure 

   

3 Tailgate seal shall be designed in such a fashion to allow vendor to guarantee no 

leakage will occur during normal operation. 

   

4 Tailgate shall incorporate a heavy duty positive type latch.     

5 Heavy duty tailgate service props provided.     

6 Tailgate and latch shall be constructed in such a way that it will handle a hitch 

installation to provide for a 12,000 GVWR trailer to be pulled by this vehicle 

   

  Vendor Response 
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E Hopper Yes No Exception 

 1 Capacity 3.5 cubic yards – minimum     

a State hopper capacity  

2 Hopper opening height 50” – minimum     

a State opening height  

3 Hopper loading width 80” – minimum     

a State opening width  

4 Hopper able to accept a solid object of not less than 30” diameter    

a State maximum diameter of object  

5 The City will be using these vehicles for collection of uncontained refuse which 

may include tree stumps and other large bulky items.  Hopper must be of Heavy 

Duty construction 

   

6 Hopper floor, sides and loading area to be constructs of  ¼” 150,000 PSI steel - 

minimum 

   

a Hopper floor, face and sides shall be overlayed with minimum 3/16” 

150,000 PSI steel. 

   

b Liners shall be plug welded in place for convenience during replacement.    

 

F 

 

Packer 

Vendor Response 

Yes No Exception 

 1 Packing mechanism to consist of two primary structures – Carrier Panel and 

Packing Blade. 

   

2 Carrier panel shall be mounted in the tailgate and guided by upper and lower 

slide shoes 

   

a Shoes shall provide both vertical and lateral load bearing    

b Shoes shall be able to rotate 180 degrees for extended service life    

c Carrier panel to be constructed from 3/16” 150,000 PSI steel in all areas 

having contact with refuse. 

   

d Packing blade hinge lugs shall be constructed using 2-1/2” minimum 

150,000 PSI steel 

   

e Link arm type carrier panels will not be accepted.    

f Primary compaction to be accomplished with two double action hydraulic 

cylinders mounted inside of the hopper confines. 

   

3 Packer blade shall be mounted to and pivot on the carrier panel hinge lugs with 

heat treated induction hardened steel pins and steel spherical bearings to maintain 

alignment. 

   

a Blade shall be constructed of 3/16” 150,000 PSI steel.    

b A 3/16” 150,000 PSI steel liner shall be plug welded to packer face.    

c Packer blade lower edge double supported to resist distortion during 

packing cycle of large bulk items. 

   

d Pre compaction accomplished by two double action large bore cushioned 

hydraulic cylinders located inside of hopper. 

   

4  Each hopper full of material shall be compressed between the packing blade, 

carrier panel and ejector panel.  The ejector panel will automatically advance 

forward as the body fills, in reaction to the packing forces and a pre-adjusted 

ejector unload valve.  No operator attention shall be required to adjust the panel 

forward as the body fills 

   

5 The packer mechanism shall be equipped with an automatic crowd pressure 

sensing device which will enable the packing mechanism to find a path through 

the load and will neither stall the mechanism or damage the structure. 

   

6 Packer cycle control shall be mechanical, lever operated on the right hand side of 

tailgate. 

   

a Electric over hydraulic controls are permissible.  If used, there must be a 

large, easily visible and accessible emergency “stop” button or device 

provided. 

   

b Capable of start, stop and reverse at any time throughout the cycle.    

c Both packer blade and the carrier panel shall have the ability to “hold” valve 

in either direction with a detent or other design so that the operator does not 

have to hold the control to complete the cycle.  Control will automatically 
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free up and move to neutral position at the end of the hydraulic cycle.   

d An auto pack function shall allow for first the sweep and then the packing 

function in sequential and automatic fashion. 

   

7 Packer cycle time of 20 seconds or less preferred      

a State guaranteed packer cycle time  

8 Operator reload time of 10 seconds or less preferred    

a State guaranteed packer reload time  

 

G 

 

Load Discharge 

Vendor Response 

Yes No Exception 

 1 Load discharge shall be by means of a positive ejections system.    

a Double acting, telescopic, hydraulic cylinder shall extend and retract the 

ejector panel the full length of the body. 

   

2 Ejector panel shall be constructed from minimum 11 gauge hi-tensile strength 

steel on all surfaces 

   

a Panels construction shall include reinforcement to withstand repeated 

packing and ejection forces without distortion to the ejector panel 

   

3 Ejector panel shall travel the length of the body on a minimum of 4 replaceable 

wear shoes 

   

a State material for shoes  

b Wear shoes must be replaceable without removal of the ejector panel.    

 

H 

 

Hydraulics 

Vendor Response 

Yes No Exception 

 1 It is preferred that the system operate at 2,500 psi or less    

a State system operating pressure  

2 Will your system use a front mount or transmission mount PTO setup 

a If front mount is utilized, a means must be provided to protect front of 

engine mounted hydraulic pump and all associated lines. 

   

 b State distance the front mount pump will 

extend forward of bumper or extend the 

bumper. 

 

3 Design and capacity of the hydraulic system must be adequate to maintain 

desired pressures and operating capabilities in ambient temperatures of up to 120 

degrees Fahrenheit 

   

4 Hydraulic reservoir shall be properly baffled    

a State capacity of reservoir  

b Tank shall be pressurized to prevent cavitation unless it is mounted more 

than 20” above the pump inlet. 

   

c Tank shall be complete with screened fill port, magnetic drain plug, shut off 

vale, oil level sight gauge and temperature gauge 

   

5 It is preferred that the hydraulic system shall be designed in a way to provide 

pressure and flow from the system pump(s) only when needed.  This design shall 

utilize idle or very near idle engine RPM for functions 

   

a If load sensing system is used is it a proven design guaranteed to operate 

system in the same fashion as a convention pump setup 

   

b System shall contain a valve that assures a positive shutdown of the pump in 

case of system failure resulting in large amounts of fluid loss.  In the event 

of a hose rupture or other catastrophic loss of fluid, the shutdown valve shall 

stop all functions and prevent any additional fluid loss.  Valve(s) shall be 

mounted directly to outlet of pump(s) for maximum reduction of fluid loss 

   

6 All high pressure hydraulic hoses will be double braided wire construction built 

to withstand a pressure equal to 2 times the maximum pump output 

   

a Hoses shall conform to SAE standards for designed pressure.      

b Bends shall not be more than recommended by SAE standards      

c Flat spots in hoses or lines will not be acceptable    

d Pressure hoses shall be protected with fabric guard    

7 All hydraulic pressure hose fitting must be SAE 37 degree, JIC style male ridged 

and female swivel or flat face o-ring style with male rigid and female swivel 

   

8 In line high pressure filter assembly mounted for easy access.    
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a There shall be an electronic bypass monitor with permanently labeled 

warning light inside the cab visible to the operator 

   

b Spin on filter preferred    

9 Tank shall be equipped with a sight level gauge for checking of fluid level that is 

easily visible and protected from damage 

   

a Tank shall include a ¼ turn ball valve on the suction line fitting to allow 

removal of tank without draining fluid 

   

10 If hydraulic tank is a front mount design requiring the operator to access the top 

of the truck to check fluid levels, a ladder shall be provided in a convenient 

location to access the tank 

   

a Self-cleaning steps constructed of grip strut metal are required Non-slip tape 

is not acceptable. 

   

b Ladder must be designed to allow thee point contact without stepping on 

fuel tank, battery box or any other item mounted to frame not specifically 

designed to safely support operators weight 

   

c Ladder shall be designed in a way that provides a minimum of 5” of 

operator shoe to protrude through the ladder or have a 4” wide step surface 

with 1” of shoe protrusion 

   

11 All multi spool control valves shall be of sectional design such that servicing 

would not require replacement of the entire valve 

   

12 Pressure tap points with quick connect adapters shall be provided at all necessary 

points to allow complete system testing 

   

13 Hydraulic packing cylinders must be of the internal cushion design to minimize 

hydraulic shock. 

   

a Cylinder design shall decrease the speed of the cylinder at least the last ½” 

of cylinder stroke in both direction of travel 

   

b Rods of packer cylinders must be induction hardened to a surface hardness 

of 55-65 Rockwell C scale. 

   

c Rods of all cylinders shall be chrome plated    

d All cylinders must be of a brand and design which can be repaired or rebuilt 

locally 

   

e State brand of cylinders on unit offered  

 

I 

 

Controls 

Vendor Response 

Yes No Exception 

 1 Ejector panel and tailgate raise controls are to be mounted outside the body on 

front left had side 

   

a Throttle advance switch shall be mounted within easy reach of the control    

b System shall automatically raise the engine RPM to the proper speed during 

the packing cycle 

   

2 PTO switch to be mounted inside the cab.    

 

J 

 

Painting 

Vendor Response 

Yes No Exception 

 1 Complete unit shall be cleaned of all dirt & grease, all weld slag removed & then 

sand blasted 

   

2 Finish shall be Nutmeg to match cab color    

3 City prefers powder coat finish with a minimum 4 mil thickness    

a Specify the type of finish will you provide?  

 

K 

 

Manuals 

Vendor Response 

Yes No Exception 

 1 The preferred medium for manuals is a web based platform.  Vendors shall 

provide (at no cost to the City) access to all online manuals, including updates, 

for the lifecycle of the unit, or ten years, whichever comes first.   

   

2 If online manuals are not yet available, digital versions can be substituted, 

however, they must be in PDF format.   Pdf manuals must be searchable by 

item/topic. 

   

a Must be capable of being installed on a shared drive for access at multiple 

locations without using the CD, or provide the ability to copy the manuals 

for use at multiple locations. 
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3 Service Manuals – to include comprehensive hydraulic and wiring schematics    

a Body    

b Hydraulics    

4 Parts Manuals 

a Body    

b Hydraulics    

5 Operators manual – two (2) – to be supplied with each unit    

 

L 

 

Training 

Vendor Response 

Yes No Exception 

 1 On site factory authorized operator training for each vehicle delivered.  Operator 

training shall be scheduled at the convenience of the City of Tempe personnel 

   

2 Vendor familiarity training for maintenance and repair of the vehicle.  Training 

must occur within 2 weeks of request by the City. 
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Specifications – Side Loader 

Return this Section with your Response 
 

Desired minimum specification for side load refuse vehicles. Any exceptions to the desired specifications must be 

explained.  Any omission from these specifications shall not relieve the contractor from the responsibility of furnishing a 

vehicle complete with all necessary components, accessories, controls, technical advice and supervision for efficient 

operation. 

 

All specifications are preferred unless noted otherwise.  If your product does not at least meet the indicated 

minimum specifications, or you are offering an equivalent brand, you must indicate “No” and provide details about your 

offering in the exception column.   The decision to accept or reject the vendor offered substitution is at the sole discretion of 

the City of Tempe. 

 

The City will be the sole determiner of acceptability of ‘approved equals’. 

 
Specification Multiplier 

Item marked with  are required – if not included, offer may be considered non-responsive 

Items marked with  will be scored with a multiplier of 5 

Items marked with  will be scored with a multiplier of 3 

Unmarked items will have no multiplier 

 

Unit Cycle Times 

  

Units with cycle times that are better than requested will receive higher scores than those just meeting standards as 

stated. 

 
  

A 

 

Side Load Specific Specifications 

Vendor Response 

Yes No Exception 

 1 Due to space limitations on Tempe routes a smaller wall to wall and curb to curb 

turning diameters are required.  Vendor is to specify the turning diameter of the 

completed unit as requested below.  Smaller turning diameters will score higher 

during the evaluation process   

   

a State wall to wall turning diameter for 

unit submitted 

 

b State curb to curb turning diameter for 

unit submitted 

 

c State wheel cut for submitted unit   

2 Chassis is to be right hand drive.  All controls within easy reach of driver while 

seated. 

   

a Dual steering is not acceptable    

b Operating controls for right hand drive shall include, but not limited to, 

ignition switch, horn (electric), brake release, accelerator pedal, dual 

extended brake pedal, light switch, turn signal/hazard switch, windshield 

wiper switch, heating and AC controls, transmission gear selector. 

   

c Right hand driving position be equipped with air horn     

3 Instruments for right hand drivers position – Fuel, voltmeter, oil pressure, air 

pressure, water temperature, transmission temperature, tachometer, & 

speedometer  

   

4 Unit shall be supplied with a rear view monitor system.  Safety Vision SV-

CLCD-65, or approved equal, with 7” flat screen monitor in cab, camera 

mounted on the tailgate, illumination provided by two flood lights facing 

rearward – wired to illuminate when transmission is put in reverse. 

   

a Picture of rear camera image shall include a “grid” to show the 

approximate distances to objects in close proximity to vehicle 

   

b State Manufacturer and Model Offered   
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c A second camera shall be provided and wired into the same monitor that 

captures cans being dumped into the hopper as well as the hopper.   

   

d Camera shall be armored in a way that prevents damage to the camera 

from refuse, tree limbs, or other obstructions.  

   

e Display to be able to display split image from both cameras    

5 Work light shall be provided to illuminate the hopper area    

a Hopper light shall be guarded or otherwise protected to avoid damage 

during operation and aimed to avoid glare in the rear window of cab. 

   

6 Lift arm light shall be provided – Truck Lite LED model 8136 or equal    

a Light shall be mounted in front of lift arm and point rearward to 

illuminate container and side of alley. 

   

b Light mounted on right side pointing rearward to illuminate side of truck 

and alley. 

   

7 Cover shall be installed over the transmission to prevent debris from 

accumulating on top of transmission.  The cover must be designed for easy 

removal and able to support the weight of an operator. 

   

8 

 

Shall have an under ride bumper that meets all federal, state and local 

requirements 

   

9 Any wiring or plumbing running up the side, or over the roof, of body shall be 

guarded or protected by some means from tree limbs, or other obstructions, that 

might contact the body. Any covers, guards or protective devices must be 

constructed in a way that allows for easy removal and/or replacement of 

wiring, hoses, or lines during repairs or diagnostic of electrical or hydraulic 

systems. 

   

10 Safety pins or clips that hold prop or similar device in place shall be permanently 

secured or tethered to prevent accidental loss 

   

11 All bearings and bushings must have a means to be fully and completely 

lubricated by operator using a standard hand grease gun.  Vendor must design 

the means for grease to travel from zerk into the bearing or bushing and entirely 

cover all friction points.  Grease passages must be designed in a way that 

prevents poor flow of grease or allows foreign material to clog grease passages. 

   

12 3,600 PSI CNG tanks will be roof mounted on the refuse body with a protective 

shield to guard the tanks from damage from alley operations. Guards will be 

easily removed for service work.  A total DGE of approximately 70 gallons. 

   

State gallons offered  

13 One slow fill nozzle on the front bumper and one slow fill and one fast fill on the 

right side of the truck. 

   

14 Body height of CNG unit will be low profile body design that does not increase 

the height of the truck beyond a diesel truck. 

   

State total transport height of completed 

unit mounted on chassis. 

 

 

B 

 

Warranty 

Vendor Response 

Yes No Exception 

 1 Minimum two (2) year on all parts, materials and labor    

a Specify the warranty that you will offer  

2 All hydraulic cylinders shall be four (4) years on parts and labor including seals    

a State the warranty that you will offer  

3 Minimum seven (7) years on hopper floor and sides on all parts and labor    

a Specify the warranty that you will offer  

4 Minimum five (5) years on structural integrity and design of body to include 

cracks and premature wear out of components of body and packing system. 

   

a Specify the warranty that you will offer  

 

C 

 

Body 

Vendor Response 

Yes No Exception 

 1 27 yard capacity exclusive of hopper    

a State Manufacturer  

b State Model  

c State wet weight of Cab & Chassis  

d State wet weight of Refuse Unit  
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e State wet weight of entire unit without 

refuse load 

 

f State Wheelbase of unit  

g State Length of completed unit  

h State Width of completed unit  

i State Height of completed unit  

j State achievable payload capacity for 

unit offered 

 

k State achievable pounds per yard 

compaction 

 

2 Body shall be designed for mounting on a COE chassis to allow accessibility to 

engine and all components 

   

3 LED lighting package with solid mounts required.      

4 Mid body turn signals (LED) are to be mounted on each side of the body.  Solid 

mount to avoid lights being dislodged by contract with trees, brush, etc. 

   

5 Center mounted LED brake light is required    

6 Ecco model 210 electronic back up alarm to be installed    

7 All exterior seams and abutments continuously welded for strength and neatness 

of appearance. 

   

8 Structural integrity of the body shall allow high density loading – minimum of 

700 pounds per cubic yard of normal refuse. 

   

9 Body shall be constructed in such a fashion, and from materials, that will allow 

repeated packing cycles without distortion of body. 

   

10 Accessibility of large adult, 6’2” – 220 lbs, must be provided in area of refuse 

box behind the packer.    

   

a Ladder shall be provided on street side at the forward end of hopper    

b Self-cleaning steps constructed of grip strut metal are required Non-slip 

tape is not acceptable. 

   

c Ladder must be designed to allow thee point contact without stepping on 

fuel tank, battery box or any other item mounted to frame not specifically 

designed to safely support operators weight 

   

d Ladder shall be designed in a way that provides a minimum of 5” of 

operator shoe to protrude through the ladder or have a 4” wide step 

surface with 1” of shoe protrusion 

   

11 State estimated maximum payload while 

maintaining legal weight limits as defined by 

the Arizona bridge formula. 

 

 

D 

 

Body Materials 

Vendor Response 

Yes No Exception 

 1 Sides shall be fabricated from minimum 10-gauge Hi tensile steel with 

continuously welded bracing to eliminate water pockets 

   

2 Roof shall be fabricated from minimum 12-gauge Hi tensile steel    

a Connection to body sides shall be with integral full-length roof rails to 

contain and dissipate the high-density side loading forces equally 

throughout the body structure 

   

3 Floor shall be fabricated from minimum 7-gauge sheet steel with 1/4” AR 400 or 

HARDOX equivalent overlay 

   

a Long members of ¼” structural steel interlaced construction affording 

maximum floor support 

   

4 All body panels shall be braced with 2” x 6” steel channel    

5 Flat floor with radiused corners at sidewalls    

6 Hopper walls to be ¼” AR400 or Hardox    

 

E 

 

Tailgate 

Vendor Response 

Yes No Exception 

 1 Tailgate to be top hinged – one piece    

2 Tailgate shall be raised by hydraulic cylinders for load ejection.    

a Tailgate cylinders to incorporate a restriction device to prevent rapid 

decent in the case of hydraulic failure 

   

3 Tailgate movement and latching controlled from inside of cab.    
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4 Tailgate controls shall be guarded to prevent accidental activation during travel 

or loading 

   

5 Tailgate seal shall be designed in such a fashion to allow vendor to guarantee no 

leakage will occur during normal operation. 

   

6 It is preferred that the tailgate incorporate a heavy duty positive type hydraulic 

latch operated from inside the cab 

   

a System shall include a visual and audible warning to notify operator if 

latch is not fully closed 

   

7 Tailgate constructed of minimum 10 gauge steel and sufficiently reinforced to 

withstand repeated packing   

   

8 Hinge mounts reinforced where attached to body.     

9 Heavy duty tailgate service props provided.    

 

F 

 

Hopper 

Vendor Response 

Yes No Exception 

 1 Hopper opening in body to be sufficient size to allow dumping of 90 thru 300 

gallon containers.  

   

2 Hydraulically actuated top door/cover for hopper area to be included    

3 Hopper loading width 80” - minimum    

4 The floor area to be minimum ½” ASTM-A36 steel with balance of the floor 

area to be equivalent to 7 gauge using 150,000 PSI yield steel. 

   

a Hopper floor area shall be overlayed with minimum 3/16” 100,000 PSI 

steel. 

   

b Liners shall be plug welded in place for convenience during replacement.    

 

G 

 

Packer 

Vendor Response 

Yes No Exception 

 1 Paddle style packer system preferred.     

a State design of packing system offered  

2 Packer plate shall be constructed out of ¼” AR400 or Hardox material.  There 

shall be no distortion or bending occurring during repeated cycles of maximum 

packing pressures.  

   

3 Packer plated shall be designed for continuous operation and refuse dumping in 

any position.  

   

4 Packing sweep cycle shall displace an approximately volume of three (3) cubic 

yards at idle in a maximum of nine (9) seconds at 750 RPMs is preferred 

   

a State guaranteed packer cycle time  

b State achievable compaction ratio in 

pounds per yard in operation for 

Tempe’s climatic conditions.  

 

5 All packing system grease points must be designed in a way that allows greasing 

all points while standing on the ground next to the unit.   

   

a Any grease plumbing shall be out of the trash containment area and also 

be protected from any damage 

   

6 Packing system shall have the ability to pack in a continuous and automatic 

fashion 

   

a System shall have the ability to continuously move through its packing 

cycle while the vehicle is in motion 

   

b Operator shall also have the ability to manually move the packer into any 

position utilizing the existing control panel 

   

7 Capable of collecting and dumping 1,200 to 1,500 refuse cans per 10 hour work 

day up to 5 days per week 

   

a All manufacturers are to explain how 

the body they offer will accomplish 

and meet this specification 

 

 

H 

 

Load Discharge 

Vendor Response 

Yes No Exception 

 1 Dumping shall allow for complete emptying of the refuse body without the 

operator having to pull or clean remaining refuse from body.  
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I 

 

Hydraulics 

Vendor Response 

Yes No Exception 

 1 It is preferred that the system operate at 2,500 psi or less    

a State system operating pressure  

2 Will your system use a front mount or transmission mount PTO setup    

a If front mount is utilized, a means must be provided to protect front of 

engine mounted hydraulic pump and all associated lines. 

   

 b State the distance the front mount 

pump will extend forward of bumper 

or extend the bumper. 

 

3 Design and capacity of the hydraulic system must be adequate to maintain 

desired pressures and operating capabilities in ambient temperatures of up to 120 

degrees Fahrenheit 

   

4 Hydraulic reservoir shall be properly baffled    

a State capacity of reservoir  

b Tank shall be pressurized to prevent cavitation unless it is mounted more 

than 20” above the pump inlet. 

   

c Tank shall be complete with screened fill port, magnetic drain plug, shut 

off vale, oil level sight gauge and temperature gauge 

   

5 It is preferred that the hydraulic system shall be designed in a way to provide 

pressure and flow from the system pump(s) only when needed.  This design shall 

utilize idle or very near idle engine RPM for functions 

   

a If load sensing system is used is it a proven design guaranteed to operate 

system in the same fashion as a convention pump setup 

   

b System shall contain a valve that assures a positive shutdown of the pump 

in case of system failure resulting in large amounts of fluid loss.  In the 

event of a hose rupture or other catastrophic loss of fluid, the shutdown 

valve shall stop all functions and prevent any additional fluid loss.  

Valve(s) shall be mounted directly to outlet of pump(s) for maximum 

reduction of fluid loss 

   

6 All hydraulic tubes shall be securely clamped to prevent vibration, abrasion and 

excessive noise. 

   

a Tubes running the length of the body roof shall be protected from tree 

limbs. 

   

b Exposed hoses or tubes running over the body structure will not be 

accepted. 

   

7 All high pressure hydraulic hoses will be double braided wire construction built 

to withstand a pressure equal to 2 times the maximum pump output 

   

a Hoses shall conform to SAE standards for designed pressure.      

b Bends shall not be more than recommended by SAE standards      

c Flat spots in hoses or lines will not be acceptable    

d Pressure hoses shall be protected with fabric guard    

8 All hydraulic pressure hose fitting must be SAE 37 degree, JIC style male 

ridged and female swivel or flat face o-ring style with male rigid and female 

swivel 

   

9 In line high pressure filter assembly mounted for easy access.    

a There shall be an electronic bypass monitor with permanently labeled 

warning light inside the cab visible to the operator 

   

b Spin on filter preferred    

c Tank shall be equipped with a sight level gauge for checking of fluid level 

that is easily visible and protected from damage 

   

d Tank shall include a ¼ turn ball valve on the suction line fitting to allow 

removal of tank without draining fluid 

   

10 All multi spool control valves shall be of sectional design such that servicing 

would not require replacement of the entire valve 

   

11 Pressure tap points with quick connect adapters shall be provided at all necessary 

points to allow complete system testing 

   

12 Hydraulic packing cylinders must be of the internal cushion design to minimize 

hydraulic shock. 
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a Cylinder design shall decrease the speed of the cylinder at least the last 

½” of cylinder stroke in both direction of travel 

   

b Rods of packer cylinders must be induction hardened to a surface 

hardness of 55-65 Rockwell C scale. 

   

c Rods of all cylinders shall be chrome plated    

d All cylinders must be of a brand and design which can be repaired or 

rebuilt locally 

   

e State brand of cylinder on unit offered  

13 Hydraulic system and controls shall have on board diagnostic capabilities from 

information screen in the cab 

   

a Information screen shall provide real time information as well as allow 

for user programming, system diagnostic and customization of functions 

   

b On board customization shall have security levels of permissions so that 

the City can control the level of permissions for operators and technicians 

   

 

J 

 

Lifting Device 

Vendor Response 

Yes No Exception 

 1 It is preferred that the device shall, in continuous duty operation, be capable of 

extending arms, grasping, raising, dumping and returning container to the full 

down position in a maximum cycle time of six (6) seconds at 750 RPM in gear. 

   

a State guaranteed lifting device cycle 

time 

 

2 The device shall, in continuous operation, be capable of lifting up to a 300 gallon 

plastic container weighing 1,800 pounds at any extension of the arm, in ambient 

temperatures of 120 degrees Fahrenheit, with feathering capability. 

   

3 Arms are to be designed to pickup 90 and 300 gallon containers.    

a There shall be no need for the operator to make any modifications or 

adjustments to alternate between different size cans 

   

4 Arm shall be designed to operate off the right side of the vehicle.    

5 The lift shall have a minimum reach capability of 84” – reach from the side of 

the body to the center line of a 90 gallon container 

   

a State reach of unit proposed  

6 Total mounting height must not exceed fourteen (14) feet.    

a State height of arc when dumping a 

300 gallon container 

 

7 Unit is to be equipped with and electronic can counter.  Counter shall be 

incorporated into the grip cycle – each time a can is gripped it is counted.  

Counter shall have an LCD display dash mounted to display the number of cans 

dumped. 

   

a Can counter must be accurate without errors caused by shaking of the can 

during lift arm cycle 

   

8 Lift mechanism must deliver container to hopper – units with kick out will not 

be accepted   

   

a Does your unit design incorporate a kick out design    

9 Driver must have a means to observe the entire operation from drivers seat.    

a How will you achieve this 

requirement? 

 

10 Grip arm surfaces shall have a minimum of 270 degrees contact with the 

container circumference. 

   

a Grip arm surfaces shall have vulcanized rubber-like material where they 

contact the can. 

   

11 Grip arm controls      

a Controls shall have an operator initiated “shake” function to allow 

operator to simulate a quick back and forth motion of the refuse can at the 

hopper to help loosen stuck debris in the refuse can.   

   

i “Shake” feature shall move the can back and forth a minimum of 2 

times.   

   

ii Custom programming of the length, speed and quantity of can 

shaking is preferred 
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b Electric over hydraulic controls with proportional control or feathering 

capabilities are required 

   

c Must be able to utilize both rocker switches and joystick controls    

d Controls shall be provided to both manual arm functions and for 

automatically performed sequences of multiple arm motions.  Control 

system shall include a coordinator to control multiple arm motion 

sequences. 

   

e Joystick to be mounted on the left side of driver and ergonomically 

correct 

   

i Joystick to be wired to perform the following:  forward – un-

dump; curbside direction – arm out; street side direction – arm in; 

rear – dump; trigger up – arm grip; trigger down – arm release 

   

f Rocker switches shall be mounted on the right side of driver and 

ergonomically correct 

   

i “Soft touch” rocker switches shall be at least 1/2” wide, 

momentarily-on type with spring-loaded to automatically return to 

the off position when not depressed 

   

ii Rocker switches to provide speed sensitive or feathering control    

iii CAN bus system with minimal wiring preferred that provides 

variable and proportional hydraulic speeds based on the operators 

variance of force applied to switches 

   

12 Lift arm shall not extend beyond the width of the body in the retracted position 

and have a minimum road clearance of 18” 

   

13 Lift arm shall have a safety system/device to prevent movement of arm outward 

when engine RPM is above idle as well as prevent accidental or inadvertent 

extension of arm while traveling.   

   

a Inward movement of arm above idle is preferred so that operator can 

bring in arm while vehicle is in motion 

   

b There shall also be visual and audible safety indicators to notify driver of 

an extended arm when engine RPM is above idle 

   

 

K 

 

Painting 

Vendor Response 

Yes No Exception 

 1 Complete unit shall be cleaned of all dirt & grease, all weld slag removed & then 

sand blasted 

   

2 Finish shall be  Nutmeg to match cab color    

3 City prefers powder coat finish with a minimum 4 mil thickness    

a Specify the type of finish will you 

provide? 

 

 

L 

 

Manuals 

Vendor Response 

Yes No Exception 

 1 The preferred medium for manuals is a web based platform.  Vendors shall 

provide (at no cost to the City) access to all online manuals, including updates, 

for the lifecycle of the unit, or ten years, whichever comes first.   

   

2 If online manuals are not yet available, digital versions can be substituted; 

however, they must be in PDF format.   Pdf manuals must be searchable by 

item/topic. 

   

a Must be capable of being installed on a shared drive for access at multiple 

locations without using the CD, or provide the ability to copy the manuals 

for use at multiple locations. 

   

3 Service Manuals – to include comprehensive hydraulic and wiring schematics    

a Body    

b Hydraulics    

4 Parts Manuals 

a Body    

b Hydraulics    

5 Operators manual – two (2) – to be supplied with each unit 
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M 

 

Training 

Vendor Response 

Yes No Exception 

 1 On site factory authorized operator training for each vehicle delivered.  Operator 

training shall be scheduled at the convenience of the City of Tempe personnel 

   

2 Vendor familiarity training for maintenance and repair of the vehicle.  Training 

must occur within 2 weeks of request by the City. 
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Specifications – Front Loader 
Return this Section with your Response 

 

Desired minimum specification for front load refuse vehicles. Any exceptions to the desired specifications must be 

explained.  Any omission from these specifications shall not relieve the contractor from the responsibility of furnishing a 

vehicle complete with all necessary components, accessories, controls, technical advice and supervision for efficient 

operation. 

 

All specifications are preferred unless noted otherwise.  If your product does not at least meet the indicated 

minimum specifications, or you are offering an equivalent brand, you must indicate “No” and provide details about your 

offering in the exception column.   The decision to accept or reject the vendor offered substitution is at the sole discretion 

of the City of Tempe. 

 

The City will be the sole determiner of acceptability of ‘approved equals’. 

 
Specification Multiplier 

Item marked with  are required – if not included, offer may be considered non-responsive 

Items marked with  will be scored with a multiplier of 5 

Items marked with  will be scored with a multiplier of 3 

Unmarked items will have no multiplier 

 

 Unit Cycle Times 

  

Units with cycle times that are better than requested will receive higher scores than those just meeting standards 

as stated. 

 
  

A 

 

Front Loader Specific Specification 

Vendor Response 

Yes No Exception 

 1 Due to space limitations on Tempe routes a smaller wall to wall and curb to curb 

turning diameters are required.  Vendor is to specify the turning diameter of the 

completed unit as requested below.  Smaller turning diameters will score higher 

during the evaluation process   

   

a State wall to wall turning diameter for 

unit submitted 

 

b State curb to curb turning diameter for 

unit submitted 

 

c State wheel cut for submitted unit   

2 Unit shall be supplied with a dual camera system.  Safety Vision SV-CLCD-65 

or approved equal, with 7” flat screen monitor in cab. 

   

a State Manufacturer and Model  

b One camera mounted on the tailgate, illumination provided by two flood 

lights facing rearward – wired to illuminate when transmission is put in 

reverse.   

   

c Second camera to be armored and mounted in a protected area above the 

hopper to provide view of the hopper interior.  Camera to be wired to be 

activated by the driver from the drivers seat. 

   

 Third camera mounted to right side of tailgate pointing directly to the right 

to show oncoming traffic if backing into the street. 

   

d Display to be able to display split image from cameras    

e One protected floodlight is to be provided situated to illuminate the rear side 

of packer blade.  Light shall be mounted as close as  possible to the screen 

in front of the hopper area in order to reduce light reflection off the screen. 

   

 One (1) flood light mounted on each side of the refuse body midpoint  

designed to light up toward the rear of the truck when in reverse. 

   

3 Shall have an under ride bumper that meets all federal, state and local 

requirements 

   

4 Any wiring or plumbing running up the side, or over the roof, of body shall be    
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guarded or protected by some means from tree limbs, or other obstructions, that 

might contact the body. Any covers, guards or protective devices must be 

constructed in a way that allows for easy removal and/or replacement of 

wiring, hoses, or lines during repairs or diagnostic of electrical or hydraulic 

systems. 

5 Safety pins or clips that hold prop or similar device in place shall be permanently 

secured or tethered to prevent accidental loss 

   

6 All bearings and bushings must have a means to be fully and completely 

lubricated by operator using a standard hand grease gun.  Vendor must design 

the means for grease to travel from zerk into the bearing or bushing and entirely 

cover all friction points.  Grease passages must be designed in a way that 

prevents poor flow of grease or allows foreign material to clog grease passages. 

   

7 The body shall incorporate a electric over hydraulic service hoist that can 

easily lift the body off of the frame when the truck is unloaded. The lift shall 

be constructed in a way to raise the front portion of the body with the pivot at 

the rear of body. There shall be body props that safely hold the body in the 

lifted position. The minimum raised height of a safely propped body shall be 

26” high. The point of measure shall be no more than 24” back from the most 

forward point of the body.  

   

a Lifting of body shall not require tools. An operator in the field must be 

able to remove any body to frame fastening devices and raise the body 

with no additional help from an assistant or hardware.   

   

8 3,600 PSI CNG tanks will be roof mounted on the refuse body with a protective 

shield to guard the tanks from damage from alley operations. Guards will be 

easily removed for service work.  A total DGE of approximately 70 gallons.  

   

State gallons offered  

9 One slow fill nozzle on the front bumper and one slow fill and one fast fill on the 

right side of the truck. 

   

10 Body height of CNG unit will be low profile body design that does not increase 

the height of the truck beyond a diesel powered truck. 

   

11 State total transport height of completed unit 

mounted on chassis. 

 

 

B 
 

Warranty 

Vendor Response 

Yes No Exception 

 1 Minimum two (2) year on all parts, materials and labor    

a Specify the warranty that you will offer  

2 All hydraulic cylinders shall be four (4) years on parts and labor including seals    

a State the warranty that you will offer  

3 Minimum seven (7) years on hopper floor and sides on all parts and labor    

a Specify the warranty that you will offer  

4 Minimum five (5) years on structural integrity and design of body to include 

cracks and premature wear out of components of body and packing system. 

   

a Specify the warranty that you will offer  

 

C 

 

Body 

Vendor Response 

Yes No Exception 

 1 40 yard capacity     

a State Manufacturer  

b State Model  

c State wet weight of Cab & Chassis  

d State wet weight of Refuse Unit  

e State wet weight of entire unit without 

refuse load 

 

f State Wheelbase for unit  

g State Length of completed unit  

h State Width of completed unit  

i State Height of completed unit  

j State achievable payload capacity for unit 

offered 

 

k State achievable pounds per yard  
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compaction 

2 Body shall be designed for mounting on a COE chassis to allow accessibility to 

engine and all components 

   

3 LED lighting package with solid mounts required.      

4 Mid body turn signals (LED) are to be mounted on each side of the body.  Solid 

mount to avoid lights being dislodged by contract with trees, brush, etc. 

   

5 Center mounted LED brake light is required    

6 Ecco model 210 electronic back up alarm to be installed    

7 All exterior seams and abutments continuously welded for strength and neatness 

of appearance. 

   

8 A front cab guard protector is required.  Top anchor points of cab guard mounted 

to cab roof.  Lower anchor points mounted to cab hinges in such a way that 

guard will tilt with cab.   

   

9 Body equipped with a cab protector shield.  Cab shield designed to allow full 

tilting of the cab without raising body.  The cab protector will be provided with a 

hydraulic tilting feature to hydraulically move the cover allowing the cab to be 

tilted fully forward. The cab protector will include a drain trough that will direct 

liquids from the cab protector into the body sump. 

   

a If two piece canopy is used in order to facilitate the ability to tilt the cab 

forward without lifting the body, the hinge point of the canopy shall be no 

further forward than the rear edge of the cab.  This will allow Tempe to 

utilize a larger roof mounted A/C 

   

10 Wind screen attached to prevent blowing of material during discharge of the 

container 

   

11 A bolt on expanded metal screen will be mounted on the front of the refuse 

body.  The screen will prohibit the escaping of loose refuse from the hopper area 

behind the packer and onto the truck engine and transmission. 

   

a Screen shall have a frame around it that is secured to the body without 

welding to allow removal for access during repairs 

   

12 A ladder is to be provided on the rear to gain access to the top of the refuse body.  

State location of ladder. 

   

a Self-cleaning steps constructed of grip strut metal are required Non-slip tape 

is not acceptable. 

   

b Ladder must be designed to allow thee point contact without stepping on 

fuel tank, battery box or any other item mounted to frame not specifically 

designed to safely support operators weight 

   

c Ladder shall be designed in a way that provides a minimum of 5” of 

operator shoe to protrude through the ladder or have a 4” wide step surface 

with 1” of shoe protrusion 

   

 13 State estimated maximum payload while 

maintaining legal weight limits as defined by 

the Arizona bridge formula. 

 

 

D 

 

Body Materials 

Vendor Response 

Yes No Exception 

 1 Entire body to be constructed of eight (8) gauge 80,000 PSI steel minimum to 

withstand repeated packing cycles without distortion or creasing of the refuse 

containing area. 

   

2 Body floor shall be flat full width minimum 3/16” 150,000 PSI steel.    

3 Floor longitudinals required with crossmembers located on minimum 18” 

centers to withstand continuous operation at maximum loads. 

   

4 12 gauge steel may be used for roof constructions – adequate bracing of the roof 

crown must be provided to dissipate forces equally through the body structure 

   

 

E 

 

Tailgate 

Vendor Response 

Yes No Exception 

 1 Tailgate to be top hinged – one piece    

2 Tailgate constructed of minimum 10 gauge steel and sufficiently reinforced to 

withstand repeated packing   

   

 a State tailgate configuration  

b State tailgate size  
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c State tailgate design  

3 Tailgate shall be raised by hydraulic cylinders for load ejection.    

a Tailgate cylinders to incorporate a restriction device to prevent rapid descent 

in the case of hydraulic failure 

   

4 Tailgate movement and latching controlled from inside of cab.    

5 Tailgate seal shall be designed in such a fashion to allow vendor to guarantee no 

leakage will occur during normal operation to a minimum level of 24”. 

   

6 The tailgate is to incorporate a heavy duty positive type hydraulic latch operated 

from inside the cab. 

   

a Controls shall be guarded to prevent accidental activation during travel or 

loading 

   

b System shall include a visual and audible warning to notify operator if latch 

is not fully closed. 

   

7 Hinge mounts reinforced where attached to body.     

8 Heavy duty tailgate service props provided.     

 

F 

 

Hopper 

Vendor Response 

Yes No Exception 

 1 Hopper area to receive from the top and be designed to accommodate containers 

from one (1) through ten (10) cubic yard capacity.   

   

2 12 yd hopper capacity minimum    

 State hopper capacity in cubic yards and also 

state height, width and length. 

 

3 Hopper design to include a flat floor with straight vertical sidewalls.  Hopper 

floor to be ¼” preferred hardox AR-450 abrasion resistant steel plate (203,000 

PSI tensile strength).  Sufficient under floor bracing to include full width 

crossmembers on 18” center minimum that are interlaced with longitudinal 

supports.  

   

4 All external welds of hopper side bracing shall be continuous full seam.    

5 Inside of the hopper shall be plug welded for additional strength    

6 An under hopper liquid sump shall be designed to provide a 40 gallon sump for 

liquid retention.  Clean out doors with seals shall be provided on both curb and 

street sides to remove debris from the liquid sump without having to enter the 

truck body.  A clean out rake or similar tool provided with a saddle mounted on 

the truck body provided to carry the tool 

   

7 Clean out doors with water tight seals    

a If the design of the packer is such that debris that falls behind the packer 

blade is cleaned out automatically and completely, then clean out doors are 

not required.  Tempe will be the sole determiner if the design is adequate to 

completely clean the hopper area of debris. 

   

8 Access to hopper to be provided for cleaning purposes.      

a Access to meet ANSI Safety Requirements.         

b Door to be equipped with a reliable, positive latch and inter-lock system to 

prevent arm or packer blade movement if not properly latched. 

   

c Two grab handles are preferred – one above door and on the side of door     

d Door shall have a minimum opening of 24” wide x 32” tall    

9 Hydraulically operated horizontal sliding top hopper door to be included.  

Operated by a double acting hydraulic cylinder with a red warning light on dash 

to warn the operator when the door is not fully closed.     

   

a Hopper top door will have an interlock that will prevent the arms from 

dumping onto the top door 

   

b Open to close time to be 6 seconds maximum    

c Shall be constructed of steel sheet metal and able to support a 220 pound 

operator without denting, creasing or permanently distorting. 

   

 

G 

 

Packer 

Vendor Response 

Yes No Exception 

 1 Partial pack – full eject packer system.     

a State design of packing system offered  

2 Packer blade shall be constructed of 3/16” minimum 100,000 PSI steel braced 

to withstand, without distortion, repeated application of maximum packing    
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a Packer shall be reinforced with a combination of structural members for 

maximum strength and rigidity 

   

3 Packer designed to prevent spillage of refuse over the top of the packer during 

both the pack and retract cycle. 

   

a Sharks teeth at the top of the parker blade to help prevent spillage of trash 

over the blade during compaction 

   

4 It is preferred that the packer cycle time not to exceed 20 seconds (Cycle is full 

packer stroke out and return) 

   

a State guaranteed packer cycle time in 

seconds 

 

5 Packer guide tracks shall be welded in and made from Hardox AR-450 – 

203,000 PSI tensile strength steel 

   

6 Packer shall have a wear plate/scraper blade across the bottom of packer that 

runs across the entire width of packer 

   

7 Packer cylinders shall have the ability to be greased without entering the hopper.     

a If remote hoses are used to accomplish this, all hoses must be steel braided 

for strength and durability and secured in a way that prevents damage from 

refuse material 

   

8 Packer blade size and travel designed to clear hopper area of trash without 

having to pack multiple times. 

   

9 Packer system must allow packing while driving from can to can.    

 

H 

 

Load Discharge – Full Eject 

Vendor Response 

Yes No Exception 

 

 

1 Dumping shall allow for complete emptying of the refuse body without the 

operator having to pull or clean remaining refuse from body.  

   

 

I 

 

Hydraulics 

Vendor Response 

Yes No Exception 

 1 It is preferred that the system operate at 2,500 psi or less    

a State system operating pressure  

2 Will your system use a front mount or transmission mount PTO setup    

a If front mount is utilized, a means must be provided to protect front of 

engine mounted hydraulic pump and all associated lines. 

   

b State distance the front mount pump will 

extend forward of bumper or extend the 

bumper. 

 

3 Design and capacity of the hydraulic system must be adequate to maintain 

desired pressures and operating capabilities in ambient temperatures of up to 120 

degrees Fahrenheit 

   

4 Hydraulic reservoir shall be properly baffled    

a State capacity of reservoir  

b Tank shall be pressurized to prevent cavitation unless it is mounted more 

than 20” above the pump inlet. 

   

c Tank shall be complete with screened fill port, magnetic drain plug, shut off 

vale, oil level sight gauge and temperature gauge 

   

5 Preferred hydraulic system shall be fuel efficient and designed in a way to 

provide pressure and flow from the system pump(s) only when needed.  This 

design shall utilize idle or very near idle engine RPM for functions 

   

a Pump(s) shall have full load sensing controls that provide power only when 

needed and thus reduce HP draw from the engine when hydraulic functions 

are not being used 

   

b System shall be designed in a way so that the hydraulic pump(s) will only 

provide the minimum flow required for each specific hydraulic function 

when commanded 

   

c System shall be designed in a way so that the pump(s) will go to zero flow 

and low pressure standby when no hydraulic functions are commanded 

regardless of engine speed 

   

d System shall contain a valve that assures a positive shutdown of the pump in 

case of system failure resulting in large amounts of fluid loss.  In the event 

of a hose rupture or other catastrophic loss of fluid, the shutdown valve shall 
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stop all functions and prevent any additional fluid loss.  Valve(s) shall be 

mounted directly to outlet of pump(s) for maximum reduction of fluid loss 

Give a detailed description how your 

hydraulic system will accomplish this 

goal. 

 

6 All hydraulic tubes shall be securely clamped to prevent vibration, abrasion and 

excessive noise. 

   

a Tubes running the length of the body roof shall be protected from tree 

limbs. 

   

b Exposed hoses or tubes running over the body structure will not be 

accepted. 

   

7 Pump to body hard plumbing hall be provided.  Flex hoses shall be provided at 

each end of the hard plumbing to provide adequate flexure to prevent hydraulic 

leaks 

   

8 All high pressure hydraulic hoses will be double braided wire construction built 

to withstand a pressure equal to 2 times the maximum pump output 

   

a Hoses shall conform to SAE standards for designed pressure.      

b Bends shall not be more than recommended by SAE standards      

c Flat spots in hoses or lines will not be acceptable    

d Pressure hoses shall be protected with fabric guard    

9 All hydraulic pressure hose fitting must be SAE 37 degree, JIC style male 

ridged and female swivel or flat face o-ring style with male rigid and female 

swivel 

   

10 In line high pressure filter assembly mounted for easy access.    

a There shall be an electronic bypass monitor with permanently labeled 

warning light inside the cab visible to the operator 

   

b Spin on filter preferred    

c Tank shall be equipped with a sight level gauge for checking of fluid level 

that is easily visible and protected from damage 

   

d Tank shall include a ¼ turn ball valve on the suction line fitting to allow 

removal of tank without draining fluid 

   

11 All valves shall be located in a manner to allow easy access by technician for 

diagnosis and repair 

   

12 Pressure tap points with quick connect adapters shall be provided at all necessary 

points to allow complete system testing 

   

13 All multi spool control valves shall be of sectional design such that servicing 

would not require replacement of the entire valve 

   

14 Hydraulic packing cylinders must be of the internal cushion design to minimize 

hydraulic shock. 

   

a Cylinder design shall decrease the speed of the cylinder at least the last ½” 

of cylinder stroke in both direction of travel 

   

b Rods of packer cylinders must be induction hardened to a surface hardness 

of 55-65 Rockwell C scale. 

   

c Rods of all cylinders shall be chrome plated    

d All cylinders must be of a brand and design which can be repaired or rebuilt 

locally 

   

e State brand of cylinders on unit offered  

 

J 

 

Lifting Device 

Vendor Response 

Yes No Exception 

 

 

1 Arms of the front loading refuse body capable of lifting a minimum of 8,000 

pounds gross load measured at the centerline of an eight (8) cubic yard 

container. 

   

a State design and type of construction  

b State manner in which the arms attach to 

body 

 

2 Lifting arms must not obstruct cab doors on either side during dumping cycle.    

3 Bolt on replaceable rubber arm stops are required    

4 Lifting arms provided with 51” forks for pickup of containers equipped with side 

sleeves. 
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5 Lift arms and forks shall be designed to service container of one (1) to eight (8) 

cubic yard capacity. 

   

a Replaceable fork cross shaft rubber bumpers required    

6 Lift arms to have limiting cylinders or safety device to prevent them from tilting 

into cab and windshield when in the stored position. 

   

a State design and placement of lift arms in 

travel position 

 

7 Rabbit ear style control levers for all functions provided inside cab within easy 

reach of the driver.   

   

8 Lifting device and packer controls shall be electric over hydraulic with 

proportional control or feathering capabilities 

   

9 Controls shall have an operator initiated “shake” function to allow operator to 

simulate a quick back and forth motion of the refuse container at the hopper to 

help loosen stuck debris in refuse container.  “Shake” function control shall be 

mounted in a way that does not require the operator to mover their hand to 

another control position to use feature.  “shake feature shall move container back 

and forth a minimum of 2 times.  Custom programming of the length, speed and 

quantity of container shaking is preferred. 

   

10 Hydraulic system and controls shall have on board diagnostic capabilities from 

information screen in the cab 

   

a Information screen shall provide real time information as well as allow for 

user programming, system diagnostic and customization of functions 

   

b On board customization shall have security levels of permissions so that the 

City can control the level of permissions for operators and technicians 

   

 c Lift arm counter shall be provided that measures refuse can dump cycles as 

well as packer cycles. 

   

11 Lifting arms equipped with steel tubular type hydraulic cylinders with sufficient 

rated capacity to effectively operate with the maximum rated load at maximum 

efficiency. 

   

12 Hydraulic cylinders will rotate containers into hopper with sufficient angle to 

cleanly and quickly discharge material 

   

13 It is preferred that the dump cycle time not to exceed 16 seconds (Cycle is full 

sweep up, dump, un-dump and lowered to the fully down position) 

   

a State guaranteed dump cycle time  

14 Forks shall have a raised protrusion on the top of the outward end to assist in the 

prevention of cans slipping off of fork when the can is upright 

   

15 System shall incorporate an automatic function of slowing the arms to a smooth 

stop when moving the arms to the fully stored position to prevent damage to arm 

stops and other affected arm components. 

   

a Heavy duty bolt-on hard rubber arm stops located at the side of body shall 

cushion and prevent over travel of the lift arms 

   

 

K 

 

Painting 

Vendor Response 

Yes No Exception 

 

 

1 Complete unit shall be cleaned of all dirt & grease, all weld slag removed & then 

sand blasted 

   

2 Finish shall be white to match cab color    

3 City prefers powder coat finish with a minimum 4 mil thickness    

a Specify the type of finish will you 

provide? 

 

 

L 

 

Manuals 

Vendor Response 

Yes No Exception 

 1 The preferred medium for manuals is a web based platform.  Vendors shall 

provide (at no cost to the City) access to all online manuals, including updates, 

for the lifecycle of the unit, or ten years, whichever comes first.   

   

2 If online manuals are not yet available, digital versions can be substituted, 

however, they must be in PDF format.   Pdf manuals must be searchable by 

item/topic. 

   

a Must be capable of being installed on a shared drive for access at multiple 

locations without using the CD, or provide the ability to copy the manuals 
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for use at multiple locations. 

3 Service Manuals – to include comprehensive hydraulic and wiring schematics    

a Body    

b Hydraulics    

4 Parts Manuals 

a Body    

b Hydraulics    

5 Operators manual – two (2) – to be supplied with each unit    

 

M 

 

Training 

Vendor Response 

Yes No Exception 

 1 On site factory authorized operator training for each vehicle delivered.  Operator 

training shall be scheduled at the convenience of the City of Tempe personnel 

   

 2 Vendor familiarity training for maintenance and repair of the vehicle.  Training 

must occur within 2 weeks of request by the City. 
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Questionnaire 
Return this Section with your Response 

 

Bidder shall submit answers to the following questions.  Responses will be utilized in determination of contract award.    

 

 
  

Question 

 

Response 

1 Provide the address of the facility that will supply units 

to the City of Tempe. 

 

a If you do not have a Tempe, or valley address, how 

do you intend to handle repair/warranty issues 

 

2 Describe your company and its history – include years 

in business 

 

3 Please provide contact information for the primary 

account representative and a backup contact for the 

City of Tempe. 

 Contact Name 

 Phone Number 

 Cell Phone Number 

 e-mail address 

 

 

 

 

 

 

Provide contact information below 

 

 

4 Do you have factory-trained personnel on site to 

perform installation, maintenance and repair on the 

equipment you are offering? 

 

5 What is the delivery time ARO for the equipment you 

are offering – liquidated damages will apply if delivery 

timelines are not met.  The City of Tempe prefers a 

delivery time of 180 days or less.   Liquidated damages 

are $100 per day per truck will be assessed after the 

agreed upon delivery date has expired. 

 

a Do you understand and accept this condition?  

6 If required warranty work requires that vehicle to be 

taken to your facility for repairs to be effected, will you 

pick up and return vehicle at no cost to the City of 

Tempe?   

 

7 Do you provide, at no cost, human based technical 

support for the cab and chassis to assist with diagnosis 

of problems for service technicians?  This service must 

be available for the lifecycle of the unit or 10 years, 

whichever comes first. 

 

a If yes, provide information explaining the working 

of the program, the level of support provided and 

hours the service is available. 

 

8 Do you provide, at no cost, human based technical 

support for the refuse body to assist with diagnosis of 

problems for service technicians?  This service must be 

available for the lifecycle of the unit or 10 years, 

whichever comes first. 

 

a If yes, provide information explaining the working 

of the program, the level of support provided and 

hours the service is available. 

 

9 Do you agree to the Terms and Conditions of this RFP?  

a If No, explain to right  

10 List three (3) governmental or large corporate 

references for which you currently provide similar 

services. 
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 Organization/Firm Name 

 Contact Name 

 Phone Number 

 

Provide Reference Information Below 

 

 

 

11 List number of units already built to these 

specifications and body configurations Provide quantities below 

Front Loaders  

Rear Loaders  

Side Loaders  
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Checklist for Submittals 
  

The following checklist has been provided to assist you in submission of your offer.   

 

This list should not be considered complete, other information or documents may be necessary as part of your submission. 

 

The items listed are the primary documents and information that must be completed and/or included with your submittal.     

 

Please include any information or documents that will clarify your submittal. 

 

 

Description Included 

√ 

1 One signed and complete original of the RFP response – only 

sections marked “Return this Section with your Response” are 

required but you may include supplemental materials you believe 

necessary to clarify your submittal. 

 

a Vendor’s Offer – Form 201-B (RFP) has been signed and 

included with response 

 

2 Two (2) additional copies of RFP response on Flash Drive – a 

single copy of your response should be put on each requested Flash 

Drive - only sections marked “Return this Section with your 

Response” are required but you may include supplemental 

materials you believe necessary to clarify your submittal. 

 

a It is required that responses be returned in “Word” format. 

The signature page can be in pdf format. 

 

b If utilizing a PDF file format for any additional information 

submitted with response, please optimize the file (low 

resolution) to lower memory space requirements 

 

3 Questionnaire has been completed and included  

4 Price information is complete and included  

5 Literature included for options and training are included  

6 Signed and completed Affidavit of Compliance with Tempe City 

Code Chapter 2 Article VIII Section 2-603(5) or acceptable 

alternative  

 

7 Any addendum(s) have been included  
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Evaluation Criteria 
 

 

An evaluation committee composed of City staff will review the responses and score them according to the criteria listed 

below.   

 

 
This proposal will be evaluated on a cumulative point system. 

Scoring 

Outstanding  8  to  10 

Good   6  to  7.9 

Average  3  to  5.9 

Poor   0  to  2.9 

  

Award Criteria 

 

Weight x Rating = Points 

1 Cost 8  (32%) x  =  

a Base Vehicle  

 

b Options 

c Diagnostic Software and cables 

d Training  

2 Ability to meet or exceed requested parameters  6  (25%) x  =  

a Specifications 

 

b Experience in producing units meeting Tempe specifications 

c Warranty Offered 

d Guaranteed cycle times for packing operations, etc. 

e Delivery Time (subject to liquidated damages if not met 

3 Functionality of unit    4  (17%) x  =  

a Curb to Curb turning diameter 

 

b Wall to Wall turning distances 

c Height of unit 

4 Local parts inventory, warranty and service availability (or the 

ability to provide an acceptable alternative) 3  (13%) x 

 

= 

 

5 Training for Service Technician & Support 2  (  8%) x  =  

a Quality and Variety of Manuals Offered 

 

b Quality and Variety of Training Offered 

c Quality and quantity of diagnostic tools and software offered 

d Vehicle diagnostic support 

6 Overall response to RFP 1  ( 5%) x  =  

a Quality, composition and completeness of response 

 b Acceptance of Terms and Conditions of the RFP 

 

Total 
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Price Sheet – Rear Load 

Return this Section with your Response 

 

Quantities listed on the price sheet are for City of Tempe projected purchases for the initial four years of the contact but 

does not obligate the City to order or accept more than actual needs and availability of appropriated funds permit.  The 

contract(s) will be evaluated on an annual basis for compliance with bid specifications and performance to determine if 

available contract extensions will be utilized. 

 

Upgrades must be net and include any reduction related to the cost of the base unit as specified 

 

Pricing must be inclusive of all costs including.  The City will not pay fuel surcharges or any cost beyond those stated 

below. 

 

Description  

  

Unit Cost 

 

Rear load refuse vehicle    

 

$ 

Options Cost 

1 TruTrack steering geometry correction kit to be installed $ 

2 Upgrade to disk brakes  $ 

3 Exterior engine hour meter readable from ground level, engine oil pressure activated $ 

4 Heavy duty pintle hitch  – mounted so that the contact point with the pintle eye will be 

29” off the ground $ 

5 Trailer brake controller to be installed within easy reach of driver.  Trailer connector to be 

provided.  Standard 7-way RV style wired to be compatible with Tempe vehicles $ 

6 Bolt on shovel holder – with shovel provided.  Holder shall be made in such a way that 

allows easy mounting and dismounting of shovel without the use of tools and securely 

holds the shovel while vehicle is being driven up to and including highway speeds $ 

7 Bolt on rake holder – with rake provided.  Holder shall be made in such a way that allows 

easy mounting and dismounting of shovel without the use of tools and securely holds the 

shovel while vehicle is being driven up to and including highway speeds $ 

8 Spare wheel and mounted tire for front axle $ 

9 Spare wheel and mounted tire for rear axle $ 

10 Deduct – Change to Diesel Engine  Cummins ISL (345hp)  $ 

11 Deduct – Remove transmission integral retarder $ 

12  Meritor FUELite Tandem axle in a 6x2 configuration in lieu of conventional tandem $ 

13 Cab and Chassis diagnostic software, cables, adaptors and any required updates during 

the life of the vehicle or 10 years whichever occurs first must be supplied.    Indicate 

software to be included below – indicate if included or needed in column to right 

$ 
Yes No Not Required 

a.  Engine diagnostic software and cables    

b.  Transmission diagnostic software and cables    

c.  Anti-Lock brake diagnostic software and cables    

d.  Chassis diagnostic software and cables    

e.  Regenerative exhaust system diagnostic software and cables    

f.  Other diagnostic software and cable to be supplied – list below: 

 

 

14 Body diagnostic software, cables, adaptors and any required updates during the life of the 

vehicle or 10 years whichever occurs first must be supplied.    Indicate software to be 

included below – indicate Yes or No in column to right:   

$ 
Yes No Not Required 

a.  Refuse body diagnostic software    

b.  Other diagnostic software – list below 

 

 

15 Service Technician Training - per person 

Factory authorized maintenance and repair training for engine.  The cost of 

training is to include all cost including, but not limited to, required manuals, 

required books, travel and lodging expenses (if out of the Phoenix area) 

 

 

 

$ 
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16 Service Technician Training – per person 

Factory authorized maintenance and repair training for transmission.  The cost 

of training is to include all cost including, but not limited to, required manuals, 

required books, travel and lodging expenses (if out of the Phoenix area) 

 

 

 

$ 

17 Service Technician Training – per person 

Factory authorized maintenance and repair training for Chassis unit.   The cost 

of training is to include all cost including, but not limited to, required manuals, 

required books, travel and lodging expenses (if out of the Phoenix area) $ 

18 Service Technician Training – per person 

Factory authorized maintenance and repair training for refuse unit.   The cost 

of training is to include all cost including, but not limited to, required manuals, 

required books, travel and lodging expenses (if out of the Phoenix area) 

$ 

 

 

$ 

19 Roadway Displays Inc message board frame, two (2) per truck (2-1/4” x 95-1/2” x 31-

1/2” to include frame and  installation $ 

20 Twenty (20) lb dry chemical ABC rated fire extinguisher with bracket mounted on 

body $ 

21 Grote #64123 LED amber lights – quantity of two, mounted on rear of truck wired to 

alternately flash with in cab control switch 

 

$ 

22 Amber strobe light (LED) – quantity of one (1) mid mounted tail gate with in cab 

control switch 

 

$ 

23 Cone Holder $ 

24 Zonar GPS/Pretrip system – Hardware and complete installation only $ 

25 Air operated cab jack with hydraulic override if air system is not working. $ 

26 Full air suspension on conventional tandem $ 

27 Vulcan scale system with Haulmax suspension 6x4 configuration $ 

28 Vulcan scale system with Air Suspension 6x4 configuration $ 

29 Vulcan scale system with Meritor FUELite 6x2 configuration $ 

30 Super single tires on tandem axle $ 

31 Optional 32/33 CY body with pusher axle (diesel fuel only) $ 

State estimated maximum payload while maintaining legal weight limits as defined 

by the Arizona bridge formula for 32/33 CY body.  

Other supplier recommended options (including extended warranties) – add pages if needed. 

  $ 

  $ 

  $ 

  $ 

  $ 
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Price Sheet – Side Load 

Return this Section with your Response 

 

Quantities listed on the price sheet are for City of Tempe projected purchases for the initial four years of the contact but 

does not obligate the City to order or accept more than actual needs and availability of appropriated funds permit.  The 

contract(s) will be evaluated on an annual basis for compliance with bid specifications and performance to determine if 

available contract extensions will be utilized. 

 

Upgrades must be net and include any reduction related to the cost of the base unit as specified 

 

Pricing must be inclusive of all costs including.  The City will not pay fuel surcharges or any cost beyond those stated 

below. 

 
Description Unit Cost 

 

Side Load refuse vehicle 

 

$ 

Options Cost 

1 Single drive  rear axle with dual wheels –with liftable tag with dual wheels per 

specifications below $ 

a 26,000# minimum axle rating with largest brakes available – would prefer  31,000# 

rating – indicate compliance to right  

a Specify manufacturer, model and rating  

b Specify brake size  

b 23,000# minimum liftable tag axle (Watson-Chalin or equal) – indicate compliance 

to right  

a Specify manufacturer, model and rating  

b Specify brake size  

c Rear suspension rating shall exceed axle ratings– indicate compliance to right  

d Drive axle to have spring suspension  

a Provide manufacturer, model and rating of 

drive suspension 

 

e Liftable tax axle to be air suspension– indicate compliance to right  

a Provide manufacturer, model and rating of 

tag suspension 

 

2 Auto down feature for liftable tag based on weight on drive axle $ 

3 Meritor FUELite Tandem axle in a 6x2 configuration in lieu of conventional tandem $ 

4 TruTrack steering geometry correction kit to be installed $ 

5 Upgrade to disk brakes  $ 

6 Exterior engine hour meter readable from ground level, engine oil pressure activated $ 

7  Meritor FUELite Tandem axle in a 6x2 configuration in lieu of conventional tandem  

8 Bolt on shovel holder – with shovel provided.  Holder shall be made in such a way that 

allows easy mounting and dismounting of shovel without the use of tools and securely 

holds the shovel while vehicle is being driven up to and including highway speeds $ 

9 Spare wheel and mounted tire for front axle $ 

10 Spare wheel and mounted tire for rear axle $ 

11 Deduct – Change to Diesel Engine  Cummins ISL (345hp)  $ 

12 Deduct – Remove integral transmission retarder $ 

13 Deduct – Change to conventional real axle setup with no liftable tag $ 

14 Cab and Chassis diagnostic software, cables, adaptors and any required updates during the 

life of the vehicle or 10 years whichever occurs first must be supplied.    Indicate software 

to be included below – indicate if included or needed in column to right 

$ 
Yes No Not Required 

a.  Engine diagnostic software and cables  

b.  Transmission diagnostic software and cables  

c.  Anti-Lock brake diagnostic software and cables  

d.  Chassis diagnostic software and cables  

e.  Regenerative exhaust system diagnostic software and cables  

f.  Other diagnostic software and cable to be supplied – list below: 
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15 Body diagnostic software, cables, adaptors and any required updates during the life of the 

vehicle or 10 years whichever occurs first must be supplied.    Indicate software to be 

included below – indicate Yes or No in column to right:   

$ 
Yes No Not Required 

a.  Refuse body diagnostic software  

b.  Other diagnostic software – list below 

 

 

16 Service Technician Training - per person 

Factory authorized maintenance and repair training for engine.  The cost of 

training is to include all cost including, but not limited to, required manuals, 

required books, travel and lodging expenses (if out of the Phoenix area) 

 

 

 

$ 

17 Service Technician Training – per person 

Factory authorized maintenance and repair training for transmission.  The cost 

of training is to include all cost including, but not limited to, required manuals, 

required books, travel and lodging expenses (if out of the Phoenix area) 

 

 

 

$ 

18 Service Technician Training – per person 

Factory authorized maintenance and repair training for Chassis unit.   The cost 

of training is to include all cost including, but not limited to, required manuals, 

required books, travel and lodging expenses (if out of the Phoenix area) $ 

19 Service Technician Training – per person 

Factory authorized maintenance and repair training for refuse unit.   The cost of 

training is to include all cost including, but not limited to, required manuals, 

required books, travel and lodging expenses (if out of the Phoenix area) 

$ 

 

 

$ 

20 Roadway Displays Inc message board frame, two (2) per truck (2-1/4” x 95-1/2” x 31-

1/2” to include frame and  installation $ 

21 Twenty (20) lb dry chemical ABC rated fire extinguisher with bracket mounted on body $ 

22 Grote #64123 LED amber lights – quantity of two, mounted on rear of truck wired to 

alternately flash with in cab control switch 

 

$ 

23 Amber strobe light (LED) – quantity of one (1) mid mounted tail gate with in cab 

control switch 

 

$ 

24 Cone Holder $ 

25 Zonar GPS/Pretrip system – Hardware and complete installation only $ 

26 Air operated cab jack with hydraulic override if air system is not working. $ 

27 Full air suspension on conventional tandem $ 

28 Vulcan scale system with Haulmax suspension 6x4 configuration $ 

29 Vulcan scale system with Air Suspension 6x4 configuration $ 

30 Vulcan scale system with Meritor FUELite 6x2 configuration $ 

31 Super single tires on tandem axle $ 

32 Optional 33 CY body with tandem axle and 13,500 liftable steerable tag axle. $ 

State estimated maximum payload while maintaining legal weight limits as defined 

by the Arizona bridge formula for 33CY body.  

Other supplier recommended options (including extended warranties) – add pages if needed. 
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Price Sheet – Front Load 

Return this Section with your Response 

 

Quantities listed on the price sheet are for City of Tempe projected purchases for the initial four years of the contact but 

does not obligate the City to order or accept more than actual needs and availability of appropriated funds permit.  The 

contract(s) will be evaluated on an annual basis for compliance with bid specifications and performance to determine if 

available contract extensions will be utilized. 

 

Upgrades must be net and include any reduction related to the cost of the base unit as specified 

 

Pricing must be inclusive of all costs including.  The City will not pay fuel surcharges or any cost beyond those stated 

below. 

 
 Description Unit Cost 

 

Front load refuse vehicle 

 

$ 

Options Cost 

1 TruTrack steering geometry correction kit to be installed $ 

2 Upgrade to disk brakes  $ 

3 Exterior engine hour meter readable from ground level, engine oil pressure activated $ 

4 Bolt on shovel holder – with shovel provided.  Holder shall be made in such a way that 

allows easy mounting and dismounting of shovel without the use of tools and securely 

holds the shovel while vehicle is being driven up to and including highway speeds $ 

5 Spare wheel and mounted tire for front axle $ 

6 Spare wheel and mounted tire for rear axle $ 

7 Deduct – Change to Diesel Engine  Cummins ISL (345hp)  $ 

8 Deduct – Remove integral retarder $ 

9 Deduct – Change to conventional real axle setup with no liftable tag $ 

10 Cab and Chassis diagnostic software, cables, adaptors and any required updates during 

the life of the vehicle or 10 years whichever occurs first must be supplied.    Indicate 

software to be included below – indicate if included or needed in column to right 

$ 
Yes No Not Required 

a.  Engine diagnostic software and cables    

b.  Transmission diagnostic software and cables    

c.  Anti-Lock brake diagnostic software and cables    

d.  Chassis diagnostic software and cables    

e.  Regenerative exhaust system diagnostic software and cables    

f.  Other diagnostic software and cable to be supplied – list below: 

 

 

11 Body diagnostic software, cables, adaptors and any required updates during the life of the 

vehicle or 10 years whichever occurs first must be supplied.    Indicate software to be 

included below – indicate Yes or No in column to right:   

$ 
Yes No Not Required 

a.  Refuse body diagnostic software    

b.  Other diagnostic software – list below 

 

 

12 Service Technician Training - per person 

Factory authorized maintenance and repair training for engine.  The cost of 

training is to include all cost including, but not limited to, required manuals, 

required books, travel and lodging expenses (if out of the Phoenix area) 

 

 

 

$ 

13 Service Technician Training – per person 

Factory authorized maintenance and repair training for transmission.  The cost 

of training is to include all cost including, but not limited to, required manuals, 

required books, travel and lodging expenses (if out of the Phoenix area) 

 

 

 

$ 

14 Service Technician Training – per person 

Factory authorized maintenance and repair training for Chassis unit.   The cost 

of training is to include all cost including, but not limited to, required manuals, 

required books, travel and lodging expenses (if out of the Phoenix area) $ 
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15 Service Technician Training – per person 

Factory authorized maintenance and repair training for refuse unit.   The cost 

of training is to include all cost including, but not limited to, required manuals, 

required books, travel and lodging expenses (if out of the Phoenix area) 

$ 

 

 

$ 

16 Roadway Displays Inc message board frame, two (2) per truck (2-1/4” x 95-1/2” x 31-

1/2” to include frame and  installation $ 

17 Twenty (20) lb dry chemical ABC rated fire extinguisher with bracket mounted on 

body $ 

18 Grote #64123 LED amber lights – quantity of two, mounted on rear of truck wired to 

alternately flash with in cab control switch 

 

$ 

19 Amber strobe light (LED) – quantity of one (1) mid mounted tail gate with in cab 

control switch 

 

$ 

20 Cone Holder $ 

21 Zonar GPS/Pretrip system – Hardware and complete installation only $ 

22 Air operated cab jack with hydraulic override if air system is not working. $ 

23 Full air suspension on conventional tandem $ 

24 Vulcan scale system with Haulmax suspension 6x4 configuration $ 

25 Vulcan scale system with Air Suspension 6x4 configuration $ 

26 Vulcan scale system with Meritor FUELite 6x2 configuration $ 

27 Super single tires on tandem axle $ 

28 Optional 43 CY body with steerable tag axle $ 

State estimated maximum payload while maintaining legal weight limits as defined 

by the Arizona bridge formula for 43 CY body.  

Other supplier recommended options (including extended warranties) – add pages if needed. 

  $ 

  $ 

  $ 

  $ 

  $ 

 

 

 

 

 

 

* Applicable Tax           % 

  
 

 

* State correct jurisdiction to receive sales tax on the Vendor's Offer, Form 201-B (RFP) included in this Request 

for Proposal. 
 

Less prompt payments discount terms of      %      days/ or net thirty (30) days. (To apply after receipt and acceptance of 

an itemized monthly statement.)  For evaluation purposes, the City cannot utilize pricing discounts based upon payments 

being made in less than thirty (30) days from receipt of statement. 

 

Ordering and Invoice Instructions 

 

In order to facilitate internal control and accounting, each City Department will order and must be invoiced separately.  

Monthly invoices must be segregated by City Department number and mailed or delivered directly to the City Customer 

Department.  For most materials, there will be between three (3) and six (6) ordering departments.  At the time an order is 

placed, the Contractor must obtain the ordering department's cost center numbers for billing purposes.  The use of the 

department's cost center numbers will be in addition to the purchase order number.  Once a month, the Contractor shall 

submit a consolidated statement which shall itemize the invoice numbers, invoice date, invoice amounts, and the total 

amount billed to Accounting.  Discount offering will be based upon days from receipt of the consolidated monthly 

statement. Invoice(s) shall not show previous balances. 
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Invoices shall include: 

 

1. Listing Of All Delivery/Pickup Receipt Numbers Being Invoiced. 

2.  Total Cost Per Item. 

3.  Applicable Tax. 

4.  Payment Terms. 

5.  Blanket Purchase Order Number. 

 

Invoices that do not follow the above minimum invoicing requirements will not be paid.   Payment must be applied to 

only invoices referenced on check/payment stub.   The City reserves the right to bill contracted vendor for researching 

invoices that have been paid, but not properly applied by vendor account receivables office. 

 

Statement mailing address:  City of Tempe 

     Accounting (see below for your contact) 

     P.O. Box 5002 

     Tempe, Arizona 85280 

     Phone:  480-350-8355 

 

Accounting Contacts:   Alex Chin   Letters A – H and Numbers 

     Ramona Zapien   Letters I – Z  

     Danielle Plunkett  General AP Inquiries and AP Checks 
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AFFIDAVIT OF COMPLIANCE WITH TEMPE CITY CODE  

CHAPTER 2 ARTICLE VIII SECTION 2-603(5) 
_________________________________________________ 

 

Per Tempe City Code Chapter 2 Article VIII Section 2-603(5), it is unlawful for a City vendor or City contractor, 

because of race, color, gender, gender identity, sexual orientation, religion, national origin, familial status, age, 

disability, or United States military veteran status, to refuse to hire or employ or bar or discharge from 

employment any person, or to discriminate against such person in compensation, conditions, or privileges of 

employment.   

 

City vendors and contractors shall provide a copy of their antidiscrimination policy to City to confirm compliance 

with this requirement or attest in writing to compliance. 
 

 CONTRACTOR means any person who has a contract with the City. 

 

 VENDOR means a person or firm in the business of selling or otherwise providing products, materials, or 

services. 

 

 

CONTRACTOR/VENDOR, select one: 

 

_____ Current copy of antidiscrimination policy attached   

OR 

 

_____ I hereby certify _________________________________ (contractor/vendor) to be in compliance 

with Tempe City Code Chapter 2 Article VIII Section 2-603(5). 

 

 

 

 

____________________________________  Date: _____________________ 

Signature 

 

____________________________________  __________________________ 

Print Name       Title 

 

____________________________________ 

Company 

 
 

 







  9. B.             
CITY OF FLAGSTAFF
STAFF SUMMARY REPORT
To: The Honorable Mayor and Council

From: Chad Smith, Special Services Supervisor , Police
Department

Co-Submitter: Damian Gallegos

Date: 02/02/2016

Meeting Date: 03/01/2016

TITLE:
Consideration and Approval of Purchase:   Two (2) Police Interceptor Utility Vehicles

RECOMMENDED ACTION:
Approve the purchase of two (2) 2016 Ford Police Interceptor Utility Vehicles from Peoria Ford
(current contract holder) out of a City of Flagstaff Contingency Fund account.  These funds were
identified as the preferred purchase account by the Budget Committee.  The total purchase price
for these two (2) vehicles would be $57,988.88 (taxes and fees included).

Executive Summary:
We are seeking to purchase these two (2) vehicles to replace two (2) Crown Victoria Police vehicles,
which sustained significant damage at no fault to the city or their operators; both of the Crown Victoria
vehicles considering their age, mileage, and significance of damage, the vehicles are considered to be
total losses. The purchase of these two vehicles was approved by the Fleet Committee on 11/10/2015. 
Once approved by the Fleet Committee, it was reviewed by the Budget Committee in December 2015
and approved the purchase utilizing a Contingency Fund account. 

Financial Impact:
The budget appropriation for FY2016 for the purchase of these vehicles will be covered by the General
Fund Contingency (001-00-000-0000-0-4277); at $28,994.44 each (after taxes and fees), for a total of
$57,988.88.  In addition, the City has received to date $11,385 in insurance recoveries to off set the cost
of these vehicle purchases.

Connection to Council Goal and/or Regional Plan:
1) Invest in our employees and implement retention and attraction strategies:

It is disheartening and can create a morale issue, when officers arrive to work, but no vehicles are
available to them in order to conduct patrol field duties. 
11) Ensure we are prepared for extreme weather events:

Since the Ford Police Interceptor Utility's introduction in 2015, the Utility platform of the patrol vehicle
has proven its effectiveness in all of Flagstaff’s weather patterns.  The increased frame and engine
clearance allows for safer travel through elevated waters and, in the event of a fire, driving on
non-maintained roads. 



Previous Council Decision on This:
In November 2014, the Council approved the purchase contract with Peoria Ford for a total of four (4)
Ford Interceptors.  The Invitation For Bids document had a "Subsequent Purchase" clause that allowed
for the purchase of any additional Ford Interceptors for a period of twenty-four (24) months from
the lowest bidder, who was Peoria Ford.

Options and Alternatives:
Forego purchase of the vehicles from the account identified by the Budget Committee and purchase the
vehicles from the account originally identified and approved by the Fleet Committee, which was the Fleet
Catastrophic Fund account.

Background/History:
The Police Department is respectfully requesting the purchase of these vehicles in response to the
unforeseen and unfortunate damage of two (2) Crown Victoria patrol units.  These separate events both
resulted in the patrol vehicles being rendered completely inoperable; neither the City nor the respective
vehicle operators were found to be at fault in either event. During a Fleet Committee Meeting on
11/10/2015, it was discussed that the loss of a patrol vehicle is detrimental to the overall functionality of
the patrol fleet, as it takes three (3) months to receive a new vehicle and approximately four (4) weeks
thereafter to have the vehicle built for patrol use.  Given that approval to purchase patrol vehicles is only
sought once per year during the budget cycle, it makes timely replacement of these vehicles extremely
difficult, resulting in a significant waiting period to get a new vehicle requested, ordered, built and back on
the road.  It was discussed and determined that it may be in the City’s best interest to utilize an existing
funding source to more efficiently bring a patrol vehicle into the fleet as soon as possible.  The Fleet
Committee recognized their Catastrophic Fund may be a feasible solution.  The Fleet Committee then
voted on and approved the purchase of two (2) more 2016 Interceptor vehicles to replace the two (2)
totaled Crown Victoria Interceptor units.  Given the Fleet Committee support, we took the next step in the
procurement process and presented the information and numbers to the Budget Committee.  After
review, the Budget Committee agreed to the purchase of the vehicles, but identified a more appropriate
Contingency Fund account, from which to purchase the vehicles.  Of note is we received some monies
from the at-fault party’s insurance agencies in one of these incidents.  Subsequently, the police
department received approval from the Budget Committee for the adjusted cost to purchase these
vehicles (cost of the new vehicle, minus the insurance money received in settlement for the totaled patrol
unit). 

 

Key Considerations:
The purchases being recommended have been reviewed and approved by both the Fleet Committee and
Budget Committee.  Approval of these purchases would help to ensure a functional patrol fleet and
continue to move the fleet in the direction of best practices in vehicle replacement and leveraging
resources to help accommodate our improving patrol officer retention.

Expanded Financial Considerations:

 

Community Benefits and Considerations:
Sustaining a reliable police fleet helps minimize vehicle downtime, ultimately maximizing the number of
police vehicles on the road, which may lead to faster response times and an elevated level of service to
our citizens.



Expanded Options and Alternatives:
Forego the purchase at this time and attempt to replace the vehicles in the FY2017 budget cycle. The
police department is already requesting an additional five (5) patrol vehicles, which will meet
replacement criteria during FY2017 (totaling $144,972.20). Unfortunately, it appears there may be
insufficient funds to replace all five (5) vehicles.

Attachments:  Quote















  10. A.             
CITY OF FLAGSTAFF
STAFF SUMMARY REPORT
To: The Honorable Mayor and Council

From: John Saltonstall, Business Retention &
Expansion Manager

Co-Submitter: David McIntire

Date: 02/18/2016

Meeting Date: 03/01/2016

TITLE: 
Consideration and Adoption of Ordinance No. 2016-09:  An ordinance to enter into a third
Amendment to Development Agreement (DA) with Nestle-Purina Petcare Company to extend the
agreement and underlying lease for up to six months (Possible extension of development agreement
with Nestle-Purina).

RECOMMENDED ACTION:
1) Read Ordinance No. 2016-09 by title only for the final time
2) City Clerk reads Ordinance No. 2016-09 by title only (if approved above)
3) Adopt Ordinance No. 2016-09

Executive Summary:
Nestle-Purina and the City of Flagstaff request a six month extension of the existing development
agreement and underlying lease which are scheduled to expire April 14, 2016. This extension is to
achieve the original purposes of the previous extensions and to explore feasibility of voluntary installation of
equipment to achieve measurable odor mitigation related to expanded production.

Nestle-Purina has completed their study of ways to mitigate odor from local production. Nestle-Purina is currently
working with city staff to negotiate an extension of the existing development agreement and underlying lease in
order to facilitate a phased implementation of odor mitigation measures that are anticipated to cost approximately
$3 million.

Recent changes to the Council Meeting Calendar, specifically moving the March 15, 2016 meeting to March 22,
2016, make this extension request necessary. The goal originally was to present a multi-year extension
request with details regarding an odor mitigation plan for final approval on March 15, 2016. The schedule change
however reduces the 30-day effective period thereby requiring this additional extension which will allow proper
analysis and negotiating time without additional impacts. 

Financial Impact:
The intention is for there to be no financial impacts to the parties or other governmental agencies.  The Coconino 
County Assessor has placed Nestle-Purina back on standard tax roles effective January 1, 2017; therefore, this
temporary extension will have zero impact on the current tax year, while allowing additional time to understand the
potential benefit and to negotiate a more favorable outcome for the community and for Nestle-Purina. 

Connection to Council Goal and/or Regional Plan:
COUNCIL GOALS:



COUNCIL GOALS:
#7) Continue to implement the Flagstaff Regional Plan and focus efforts on specific plans.
#9) Improve the economic quality of life for Flagstaff through economic diversifications, and by fostering
jobs and programs that grow wages and revenues.
#10) Support and assist the most vulnerable.

REGIONAL PLAN:
Goal ED.3. Regional economic development partners support the start-up, retention, and expansion of
existing business enterprises. 

Has There Been Previous Council Decision on This:
Council approved the Development Agreement and underlying lease with Nestle-Purina in 2003. The
agreement and lease were amended in 2008. More recently, Council approved a short term extension of
the agreement and lease for the purposes of exploring odor mitigation options and developing an
implementation strategy. Discussion and first reading of the ordinance occurred at the February 16, 2016,
Council Meeting.

Options and Alternatives:
1. Approve the six-month extension of the Development Agreement and underlying lease in order to
develop an odor mitigation implementation plan Pro: This will provide the two parties with the additional
time required to analyze the opportunity and develop a strategy that meets community and
business needs.
Con: Maintains the tax exemption for six months 2. Reject the request to extend the Development
Agreement and underlying lease for six months. Pros: This will result in tax revenues returning to the
normal level (additional $400,000 per year to the community partners and the city).
Cons: This action will not support achieving the original purpose of projected tax savings or opportunity to
reduce the odor impacting the community associated with the Purina expansion and increased
production.

Background/History:
Nestle-Purina has been expanding operations in Flagstaff ever since Purina was acquired by Nestle,
S.A. in December of 2001. In 2003, Nestle-Purina entered into a development agreement with the City of
Flagstaff and underlying lease. Performance requirements of that agreement included 100,000 square
foot addition, hiring additional employees, and continuing operations. In 2008, the development
agreement was amended to accomplish a number of other development-related items including: selling
the City two acres of land for a fire station, dedicating right of way to realign Industrial Drive, while
Nestle-Purina constructs another 94,000 square feet of space, providing parking for 292 vehicles, and
using all commercially reasonable efforts to add another 50 full- time employees. Details of both
agreements are included in this packet.
 
Under the Development Agreement, the City has accepted title to Purina property. This enables the
property to be constitutionally exempt from property tax (about $490,000 per year savings).  The City
leases the property back to Purina, and Purina pays a Government Property Lease Excise Tax (GPLET)
of approximately $90,000 per year. Thus, currently the net tax savings for Purina is about $400,000 per
year.
 
Nestle-Purina has met all requirements thus far yet has fallen short of the DA projected tax savings by at
least $600,000 and possibly as high as $1 million (City staff is still determining the actual number) which
is attributed to the market correction and reduced property values. During this period, production has
increased greatly which means Purina's operations are running more frequently, in turn creating more
instances when there is the related odor of production. As Nestle-Purina seeks to be a great community
partner, they have already been exploring ways to mitigate the related odor from production and are



currently studying the issue. To be clear, although the smell is evident, Nestle-Purina continues to meet
all air quality and odor requirements at the state and federal levels. Part of being a great community
partner inspires Nestle- Purina to explore the typically costly measures to mitigate odor.

Key Considerations:
Nestle-Purina has invested $120,000 to study means of mitigating odor related to their local production
facility even though they are compliant with applicable regulations. Extending the DA to allow time to
develop a plan and measurement strategy provides the time necessary to explore this option.  Potentially
the extension could result in using the DA for the original purposes (yield closer to projected tax savings)
and apply funds towards odor mitigation efforts to achieve measurable reductions in odor from
production. As a large employer, the image of manufacturing is critical to the workforce pipeline for the
entire industry. Supporting the expeditious mitigation of the odor contributes to a more appealing
workforce option. Additionally, it would have the benefit of assisting economic development in the
eastern portion of the City and reduce a nuisance to residents.

Expanded Financial Considerations:
The DA and underlying lease allow a business to turn over title of real property to a municipality, which in
turn leases the land back to the owner in order to experience relief from property tax for a limited amount
of time. This is intended to support business expansion and other public benefits. The city and
community partners understand that their revenues are diminished as the business is not paying property
taxes; in this case since 2003, Nestle-Purina has experienced a total tax savings of approximately $2.5
to $3 million while at the same time investing greatly in their operations and now employing approximately
250.
 
As odor may be off-putting to a workforce pipeline, so too may the odor negatively impact other uses in
the area. Increased housing in the area supports many neighborhoods that are impacted by the odor.
Business in and around the Flagstaff Mall are also impacted by the odor. Supporting the effort to mitigate
the odor supports the populations and industry that are also in the area.

Community Benefits and Considerations:
The east side of Flagstaff and the Flagstaff Mall could potentially benefit greatly through a reduced
nuisance odor. The Mall contributes almost 17% of the total sales tax revenues for the City of Flagstaff.
One item that has been mentioned is that businesses are impacted by the odor. Additionally, residents in
the area have unfavorably commented about the odor. Nestle-Purina supports numerous families
through their hiring and their increased shifts have been a benefit to the community, but the increased
production has also increased the odor.

Community Involvement:
Involve - To support the extension of the DA and underlying lease will respond to a diverse
population with a unified voice regarding their interest in odor mitigation.
 
City staff will be contacting community partners to see if there is support for a longer agreement
with Purina- Nestle.

Expanded Options and Alternatives:
Another option would be to explore an entirely new DA and lease. Due to changes in state laws, Purina
would need to provide direct consideration for any property tax savings, and would need to pay a much
higher government property lease excise tax (GPLET). Therefore, a new development agreement may
not be an effective financial tool.

Attachments:  Ord. 2016-09





ORDINANCE NO. 2016-09 
 

AN ORDINANCE OF THE CITY COUNCIL OF THE CITY OF FLAGSTAFF, 
AUTHORIZING THE CITY OF FLAGSTAFF TO ENTER INTO A  THIRD 
AMENDMENT TO DEVELOPMENT AGREEMENT AMENDING THE 
DEVELOPMENT AGREEMENT WITH NESTLE PURINA PETCARE COMPANY 
TO ALLOW TEMPORARY EXTENSION OF AGREEMENT AND UNDERLYING 
LEASE; PROVIDING FOR REPEAL OF CONFLICTING ORDINANCES, 
SEVERABILITY, AND ESTABLISHING AN EFFECTIVE DATE 
 

 
RECITALS: 
 
WHEREAS, the City of Flagstaff desires to enter into a Third Amendment to Development 
Agreement with Nestle Purina Petcare Company and to temporarily extend the underlying lease 
of property for the reasons set forth therein. 
 
ENACTMENTS: 
 
NOW, THEREFORE, BE IT ORDAINED BY THE COUNCIL OF THE CITY OF FLAGSTAFF 
AS FOLLOWS: 
 
SECTION 1.  In General. 
 
The Third Amendment to the Development Agreement between the City of Flagstaff and Nestle 
Purina Petcare Company attached hereto is hereby approved.  The Mayor of the City of 
Flagstaff is hereby authorized to execute the Third Amendment of the Development Agreement 
on behalf of the City and all other associated documents.  
 
SECTION 2.  Repeal of Conflicting Ordinances.    
 
All ordinances and parts of ordinances in conflict with the provisions of this ordinance or any 
part of the code adopted herein by reference are hereby repealed.   
 
SECTION 3.  Severability.   
 
 If any section, subsection, sentence, clause, phrase or portion of this ordinance or any part of 
the code adopted herein by reference is for any reason held to be invalid or unconstitutional by 
the decision of any court of competent jurisdiction, such decision shall not affect the validity of 
the remaining portions thereof. 
 
SECTION 4.  Effective Date.   
 
This ordinance shall become effective thirty (30) days following adoption by the City Council.   
 
PASSED AND ADOPTED by the City Council of the City of Flagstaff this 1st day of March, 2016. 
 
 
 
               
        MAYOR 



ORDINANCE NO. 2016-09                  PAGE 2 
 

 
 
 
 
ATTEST: 
 
 
  
CITY CLERK 
 
APPROVED AS TO FORM: 
 
 
 
  
CITY ATTORNEY 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
Attachment: Third Amendment to Development Agreement, with attached Exhibit 1 Third 
Amendment to Lease and related legal descriptions (Exhibits A, B, C, D) 
 
 
 
 
 
S:\Legal\Civil Matters\2014\2014-626  Purina Scrubbers Air Quality\Ord Third Amdmt 2-3-16.doc 
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WHEN RECORDED, RETURN TO: 
Elizabeth Burke, City Clerk 
City of Flagstaff 
211 West Aspen Avenue 
Flagstaff, Arizona  86001 

 
THIRD AMENDMENT  

TO   
DEVELOPMENT AGREEMENT  

 
The City of Flagstaff, a political subdivision of the state of Arizona (“City”) and Nestle Purina 
Petcare Company, a Missouri corporation (“Purina”) enter into this Third Amendment to the 
Development Agreement effective this 1st day of March, 2016. 

RECITALS: 

A. In 2003 the City of Flagstaff (“City”) and Nestle Purina Petcare Company (“Purina”) 
entered into a Development Agreement recorded on June 25, 2003 as Instrument No. 
3207666, Official Records of Coconino County, Arizona (“Development Agreement”) in 
connection with Purina’s expansion of its pet food manufacturing and warehousing 
facility located in the City of Flagstaff on that real property legally described in Exhibit A 
(“Original Property”). 

 
B. Pursuant to the Development Agreement, title to the Original Property and Purina’s 

manufacturing facility located thereon (the “Facility”) were conveyed to the City and 
leased back by the City to Purina under the terms and conditions of a Government 
Property Lease entered into pursuant the provisions of A.R.S. § 42-6201, et seq. (the 
“Lease”).  The form of Lease was recorded along with the original Development 
Agreement in Instrument No. 3207666, Official Records of the Coconino County, Arizona 
(“Lease”). 

 
C. In 2008 as approved in Ordinance No. 2008-16 the City and Purina entered into a First 

Amendment to Development Agreement recorded on June 26, 2008 as Instrument No. 
3491226, Official Records of the Coconino County, Arizona (“First Amendment”) in 
connection with approximately 34.28 net acres of additional real property legally 
described in Exhibit B attached hereto (“Additional Property”) for the purpose 
constructing a 94,000 square foot warehouse space addition, and parking facilities for 
employees and trailers, all as part of a further expansion of the Facility. 

 
D. Pursuant to the First Amendment, title to the Additional Property and the expanded 

Facility (“Expanded Facility”) were conveyed to the City and leased back by the City to 
Purina under the terms and conditions of the Lease (which was also amended).  The 
First Amendment to the Lease was recorded on January 16, 2009, Instrument No. 
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3510882, Official Records of the Coconino County, Arizona (“First Amendment to 
Lease”).  

 
E. In 2009 pursuant to the First Amendment, the City purchased approximately two (2) 

acres of the Additional Property from Purina as legally described in Exhibit C attached to 
this Ordinance (“Fire Station Parcel”), and as conveyed by Special Warranty Deed 
recorded on June 16, 2009 as Instrument No. 351083 in the Official Records of the 
Coconino County, Arizona. 

 
F. In 2015 pursuant to the Development Agreement, Purina conveyed real property to the 

City for Industrial Drive by Quit Claim deed as recorded on January 1, 2015 as 
Instrument No. 3711317, Official Records of the Coconino County, Arizona, and as 
legally described in Exhibit  D attached hereto (“Industrial Drive Parcel”). 

 
G. The original purposes of the Development Agreement as amended by the First 

Amendment were to help fund expansions of the Purina facilities (“Expansions”) so as to 
provide new stable, good-paying employment opportunities for Flagstaff residents; 
provide for purchase of the Fire Station Parcel, and conveyance of the Industrial Drive 
Parcel; and provide certain other benefits (collectively “Benefits”) via Purina’s projected 
total tax savings of$3,928,964.00. This total represents the actual tax savings under the 
original Development Agreement of $481,964.00, plus the projected tax savings under 
the First Amendment of $3,447,000.00. 

 
H. The parties have been performing the terms and conditions of the Development 

Agreement (as amended) and underlying Lease (as amended), and these agreements 
are scheduled to expire on or about October 14, 2015. 

  
I. Purina’s actual tax savings under the First Amendment are $2,522,770.00, or 

approximately $924,230.00 less than projected. 
 

J. The Purina Expansions have enabled a substantial increase in production of pet food at 
the Facility, and there are associated emissions to the atmosphere. 

 
K. Purina has a Clean Air Act permit from the Arizona Department of Environmental Quality 

and currently is in compliance with applicable laws, rules and regulations regarding 
emissions to the atmosphere.  

 
L. On September 15, 2015 pursuant to A.R.S. § 42-6203.A.4 the City and Purina entered 

into a Second Amendment to Development Agreement in order to temporarily extend the 
Agreement and underlying Lease for a period commencing on October 14, 2015 and 
continuing for up to six (6) months (April 15, 2016) to further the original purposes of the 
Development Agreement and to explore the feasibility of voluntary installation of 
equipment at the Purina Facility to measurably minimize odor.   
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M. Purina has conducted technical research but the parties require additional time to 
explore the feasibility of voluntary installation of equipment at the Purina Facility to 
measurably minimize odor. 
 
 

AGREEMENT 

NOW THEREFORE, IN CONSIDERATION FOR THE MUTUAL PROMISES CONTAINED 
HEREIN, THE PARTIES AGREE AS FOLLOWS: 

1. Extension Period.  The Development Agreement (as amended) is hereby extended to 
October 15, 2016, unless sooner terminated (“Extension Period.”)  Either party may 
terminate this Third Amendment upon giving at least five (5) days written notice to the 
other party.  
 

2. Third Amendment to Lease.  The term of the Lease (as amended) shall be extended to 
be coterminous with the Development Agreement Extension Period.  To accomplish this, 
the parties shall execute a Third Amendment to Lease in the form attached hereto as 
Exhibit 1.  The City of Flagstaff will record the Third Amendment to Development 
Agreement and the Third Amendment to Lease following execution.   

 
3. Research.  During the Extension Period, at its own expense, Purina will explore whether 

it is financially and technically feasible to purchase and install equipment at the Purina 
facility in Flagstaff to mitigate odor from the Purina Facility (“Research”).  Upon 
completion of the Research, the parties will explore whether it is appropriate to extend 
the Development Agreement for a longer period of time.  
 

4. Contingency.  If the parties do not enter into an agreement to extend the term of the 
Development Agreement prior to expiration of the Extension Period the City and Purina 
hereby agree that the Development Agreement (as amended) and the Lease (as 
amended) shall be deemed to have terminated as of October 14, 2015 and that title to 
the Original Property, the Additional Property and the Facility (as expanded in 
accordance with the First Amendment) currently leased by the City to Purina shall have 
automatically reverted to Purina as of October 15, 2015 and that Purina will be placed in 
the same financial position for purposes of property tax and the government property 
lease excise tax as if the transfer of title to the Original Property, the Additional Property 
and the Facility (as expanded in accordance with the First Amendment) currently leased 
by the City to Purina had occurred as of October 15, 2015.  The parties agree to take 
commercially reasonable good faith efforts to achieve that financial equilibrium set forth 
in the immediately preceding sentence. 
 

5. Effect.  All other terms and conditions of the Development Agreement (as amended) 
shall remain in effect.  
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NESTLE PURINA PETCARE COMPANY 

_____________________________ 

By:___________________________ 

Its:___________________________ 

CITY OF FLAGSTAFF 

_____________________________ 

By:  Mayor Nabours 

Attest: 

_____________________________ 

By:  Elizabeth Burke, City Clerk 

Approved as to form: 

_____________________________ 

By:__________________________ 

City Attorney’s Office 

 

Attachments:  Exhibit 1, with attached Exhibits A, B, C, D 

 

S:\Legal\Civil Matters\2014\2014-626  Purina Scrubbers Air Quality\Third Amendment - Extension 2-3-6.docx 
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WHEN RECORDED, RETURN TO: 
Elizabeth Burke, City Clerk 
City of Flagstaff 
211 West Aspen Avenue 
Flagstaff, Arizona  86001 

 
THIRD AMENDMENT TO LEASE 

 
The City of Flagstaff, a political subdivision of the state of Arizona (“City” or “Landlord”) and 
Nestle Purina Petcare Company, a Missouri corporation (“Purina” or “Tenant”) enter into this 
Third Amendment to Lease effective March 1, 2016. 

RECITALS: 

A. Landlord and Tenant entered into a Lease in 2003, and First Amendment to Lease in 
2008.  The form of Lease is set forth in the recorded Development Agreement 
referenced below, and the First Amendment to Lease is recorded in Instrument No. 
3491226, Official Records of the Coconino County, Arizona (collectively “Lease”). 
 

B. The Leased Property consists of the land legally described in Exhibit A (“Original 
Property”), and Exhibit B (“Additional Property”) and Purina facilities located on such 
land, but excludes certain parcels subsequently conveyed to the City and legally 
described as Exhibit C (“Fire Station Parcel”) and Exhibit D (“Industrial Drive Parcel”).  
The Fire Station Parcel was conveyed to the City by Special Warranty Deed and 
recorded on January 16, 2009 in Instrument No. 3510883 in the Official Records of the 
Coconino County, Arizona.  The Industrial Drive Parcel was conveyed to the City by Quit 
Claim Deed and recorded on January 12, 2015 Instrument No. 3711317 in the Official 
Records of the Coconino County, Arizona.   
 

C.  City/Landlord and Purina/Tenant entered into a Development Agreement in 2003, and 
First Amendment to Lease in 2008.  Those documents are recorded in Instrument Nos. 
3207666 and 3491226, Official Records of the Coconino County, Arizona (“Development 
Agreement”). 
 

D. Pursuant to A.R.S. § 42-6203.A.4 the City and Purina approved a Second Amendment 
to Development Agreement to temporarily extend the Development Agreement and 
underlying Lease for a period commencing October 14, 2015 and continuing for up to six 
(6) months (April 15, 2016) to further the original purposes of the Development 
Agreement and to explore the feasibility of voluntary installation of equipment at the 
Purina Facility to achieve measurable odor mitigation. 
 

E. Subsequently the City and Purina approved a Third Amendment to Development 
Agreement to temporarily extend the Development Agreement and underlying Lease for 

eburke
Typewritten Text
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up to six (6) months (October 15, 2016) in order to allow additional time to explore the 
feasibility of voluntary installation of equipment a the Purina. 

 

AGREEMENT 

NOW THEREFORE, IN CONSIDERATION FOR THE MUTUAL PROMISES CONTAINED 
HEREIN, THE PARTIES AGREE AS FOLLOWS: 

1. Extension Period.  The Lease is hereby extended until October 15, 2016, unless sooner 
terminated (“Extension Period.”)  Either party may terminate the Third Amendment upon 
giving at least five (5) days written notice to the other party. The Development 
Agreement and Lease term shall be coterminous. 
 

2. Effect.  All other terms and conditions of the Lease shall remain in effect.  

 
TENANT:  NESTLE PURINA PETCARE COMPANY 

_____________________________ 

By:___________________________ 

Its:___________________________ 

 

LANDLORD: CITY OF FLAGSTAFF 

_____________________________ 

By:  Mayor Nabours 

Attest: 

_____________________________ 

By:  Elizabeth Burke, City Clerk 

Approved as to form: 

_____________________________ 

By:__________________________ 

City Attorney’s Office 

Attachments:  Exhibits A, B, C, D 

fS:\Legal\Civil Matters\2014\2014-626  Purina Scrubbers Air Quality\Third Amendment- to Lease  2-3-16.docx 

















































  10. B.             
CITY OF FLAGSTAFF
STAFF SUMMARY REPORT

To: The Honorable Mayor and Council

From: Mark Gaillard, Fire Chief

Date: 02/02/2016

Meeting Date: 03/01/2016

TITLE: 
Consideration and Adoption of Resolution No.  2016-07:  A resolution to adopt the Coconino
County Multi-Jurisdictional Hazard Mitigation Plan 

RECOMMENDED ACTION:
1) Read Resolution No. 2016-07 by title only
2) City Clerk reads Resolution No. 2016-07 by title only (if approved above)
3) Adopt Resolution No. 2016-07

Executive Summary:
City staff has been cooperating with Coconino County on updating the Coconino County
Multi-Jurisdictional Hazard Mitigation Plan (CCMJHMP).  The Federal Emergency Management Agency
has  approved the document per planning standards and now each jurisdiction under the plan must
approve the plan to place it into effect. Due to the size of the document it have not been attached to this
staff summary; however, it may be viewed here. (Please allow time for it to download)

Financial Impact:
The CCMJHMP creates no fiscal impact.

Connection to Council Goal and/or Regional Plan:
COUNCIL GOALS:

11) Ensure that we are as prepared as possible for extreme weather events

REGIONAL PLAN:

Goal WR.5. Manage watersheds and storm water to address flooding concerns, water quality,
environmental protections, and rainwater harvesting.

Goal PF.3. Provide high-quality emergency response and public safety services including law
enforcement, fire, medical, and ambulance transport service. 

Has There Been Previous Council Decision on This:
The City Council adopted the original City of Flagstaff Hazard Mitigation Plan via resolution 2005-24 in

http://www.flagstaff.az.gov/DocumentCenter/View/48571


The City Council adopted the original City of Flagstaff Hazard Mitigation Plan via resolution 2005-24 in
March of 2005.  In September of 2011, the revised multi-jurisdictional plan was adopted via resolution #
2011-37.

Options and Alternatives:
The Council choose to: 

adopt the resolution and the CCMJHMP
not adopt the resolution and the CCMJHMP

Background/History:

Purpose

This Plan was prepared to guide hazard mitigation to better protect the people, property, community
assets and land from the effects of hazards. This Plan demonstrates the communities’ and tribe’s
commitment to reducing risks from hazards and serves as a tool to help decision makers direct mitigation
activities and resources. This Plan was also developed to make the participating communities and tribe
eligible for certain types of Federal disaster assistance and hazard mitigation grant funding.

1.2 Background and Scope

Each year in the United States, disasters take the lives of hundreds of people and injure thousands more.
Nationwide, taxpayers pay billions of dollars annually to help communities, organizations, businesses,
and individuals recover from disasters. These monies only partially reflect the true cost of disasters,
because additional expenses to insurance companies and nongovernmental organizations are not
reimbursed by tax dollars. Many disasters are predictable, and much of the damage caused by these
events can be alleviated or even eliminated. Hazard mitigation is defined by FEMA as any sustained
action taken to reduce or eliminate long-term risk to human life and property from a hazard event." The
results of a three-year congressionally mandated independent study to assess future savings from
mitigation activities provides evidence that mitigation activities are highly cost-effective. On average,
each dollar spend on mitigation saves society an average of $4 in avoided future losses in addition to
saving lives and preventing injuries (National Institute of Building Science Multi-Hazard Mitigation Council
2005). Examples of hazard mitigation measures include, but are not limited to the following: 

Forest Fuels Mitigation
Development of mitigation standards, regulations, policies, and programs
Land use/zoning policies
Strong building code and floodplain management regulations
Dam safety program and levee systems
Acquisition of flood prone and environmentally sensitive lands
Retrofitting/hardening/elevating structures and critical facilities
Relocation of structures, infrastructure, and facilities out of vulnerable areas
Public awareness/education campaigns
Improvement of warning and evacuation systems

Hazard mitigation planning is the process through which hazards that threaten communities are
identified, likely impacts of those hazards are determined, mitigation goals are set, and appropriate
strategies to lessen impacts are determined, prioritized, and implemented. This Plan documents the
planning process employed by the Planning Team. The Plan identifies relevant hazards and risks, and
identifies the strategy that will be used to decrease vulnerability and increase resiliency and sustainability.
This Plan was prepared pursuant to the requirements of the Disaster Mitigation Action of 2000 and the
implementing regulations set forth in the Federal Register (hereafter, these requirements will be referred
to collectively as the DMA2K). While the act emphasized the need for mitigation plans and more
coordinated mitigation planning and implementation efforts, the regulations established the requirements
that hazard mitigation plans must meet in order to be eligible for certain Federal disaster assistance and



that hazard mitigation plans must meet in order to be eligible for certain Federal disaster assistance and
hazard mitigation funding un the Robert T. Stafford Disaster Relief and Emergency Act. Information in
this Plan will be used to help guide and coordinate mitigation activities and decisions for future land use.
Proactive mitigation planning will help reduce the cost of disaster response and recovery to the
community and its property owners by protecting structures, reducing exposure and minimizing overall
community impacts and disruption. The community has been affected by hazards in the past and is thus
committed to reducing future disaster impacts and maintaining eligibility for Federal funding. This is a
multi-jurisdictional plan that geographically covers the participating communities within the Coconino
County boundaries. The following communities participated in the planning process: 

Coconino County
Flagstaff
Fredonia
Page
Tusayan
Williams

Community Involvement:
Choose which of the following that applies and REMOVE ALL OTHERS:

Inform
Consult
Involve
Collaborate
Empower

Attachments:  Res. 2016-07



RESOLUTION NO. 2016-07 
 

A RESOLUTION OF THE FLAGSTAFF CITY COUNCIL ADOPTING THE 
DECEMBER 2015 COCONINO COUNTY MULTI-JURISDICTION HAZARD 
MITIGATION PLAN AND REPEALING RESOLUTION 2011-05 ADOPTING 
THE PRIOR PLAN 

 
 
RECITALS: 
 
WHEREAS, the City of Flagstaff ("City") would like to adopt the 2015 Coconino County Multi-
Jurisdiction Hazard Mitigation Plan (“Plan”) to meet the requirements of the Disaster Mitigation 
Act of 2000 (“DMA2K”); and 
 
WHEREAS, the City has experienced severe damage from natural and human-caused hazards 
such as flooding, wildfire, drought, thunderstorms, high winds, winter storms, traffic accidents, 
and hazardous materials incidents on many occasions in the past century, resulting in loss of 
property and life, economic hardship, and threats to public health and safety; and  
 
WHEREAS, the Plan has been drafted pursuant to Federal requirements, after having been 
developed after more than one year of research and work by the City of Flagstaff in association 
and cooperation with the Coconino County Multi-Jurisdictional Planning Team, for the reduction 
of hazard risk to the community; and 
 
WHEREAS, the primary purpose of the Plan is to identify natural and human-caused hazards 
that affect the City of Flagstaff, assess the vulnerability and risk posed by those hazards to 
community-wide human and structural assets, develop strategies for mitigation of those 
identified hazards, present future maintenance procedures for the Plan, and document the 
planning process; and 
 
WHEREAS, the Plan recommends several hazard mitigation actions or projects that will provide 
mitigation for specific natural and human-caused hazards that affect the City of Flagstaff, in 
order to protect people and property from loss associated with those hazards; and 
 
WHEREAS, upon approval of the Plan and approval from the Arizona Department of 
Emergency Management and the Federal Emergency Management Agency, the City will be 
eligible to apply for three types of mitigation programs: 
 

(a) Hazards Mitigation Grant Program 
(b) Flood Mitigation Assistance Program 
(c) Pre-Disaster Mitigation (PDM) Program; 

 
WHEREAS, the revised Plan is attached to the staff summary report and posted on the City of 
Flagstaff website in support of this Resolution. 
 
 
ENACTMENTS: 
 
NOW, THEREFORE, BE IT RESOLVED BY THE COUNCIL OF THE CITY OF FLAGSTAFF 
AS FOLLOWS: 
 



RESOLUTION NO. 2016-07    PAGE 2 
 
 
 
SECTION 1. That the Plan, a copy of which is on file in the City Clerk’s Office, be and hereby is 
approved and accepted. 
 
SECTION 2. That Resolution No. 2011-05 adopting the prior plan be hereby repealed from and 
after the effective of this resolution.  
 
SECTION 3. That the respective officials identified in the mitigation strategy of the Plan be and 
hereby are directed to pursue implementation of the recommended actions assigned to them. 
 
 
PASSED AND ADOPTED by the City Council of the City of Flagstaff this 1st day of March, 2016. 
 
 
 
 
 

           
   MAYOR 

 
ATTEST: 
 
 
 
  
CITY CLERK 
 
APPROVED AS TO FORM: 
 
 
 
  
CITY ATTORNEY 



  10. C.             
CITY OF FLAGSTAFF
STAFF SUMMARY REPORT

To: The Honorable Mayor and Council

From: Michelle D'Andrea, City Attorney

Date: 02/17/2016

Meeting Date: 03/01/2016

TITLE: 
Consideration and Adoption of Clean-Up Ordinances:

Consideration and Adoption of Ordinance No. 2016-11:  An ordinance of the City Council of the City
of Flagstaff Amending the Flagstaff City Code, Title 1, Administrative, Chapter 15, Municipal Court,
Division 1, Section 2, Municipal Judge, Presiding Magistrate, Hearing Officers, to Require all Municipal
Judges to be Admitted to the Practice of Law in the State of Arizona; Providing for Repeal of Conflicting
Ordinances, Severability, and Establishing an Effective Date  (Municipal Judge Qualifications)

Consideration and Adoption of Ordinance No. 2016-12:  An ordinance of the City Council of the City
of Flagstaff, Amending the Flagstaff City Code, Title 1, Administrative, Chapter 24, Insurance, Division 1,
Section 7, Insurance, to Increase the Authority of the City Manager to Settle Claims up to Fifty Thousand
Dollars; Providing for Repeal of Conflicting Ordinances, Severability, and Establishing an Effective Date.

(Bringing City Code Consistent with Charter Regarding City Manager's Authority to Settle
Claims)

Consideration and Adoption of Ordinance No.  2016-13:  An ordinance of the City Council of the City
of Flagstaff, Amending the Flagstaff City Code, Title 11, General Plans and Subdivisions, Chapter 20,
Subdivision and Land Split Procedures and Requirements, Division 1, Sections 30 and 40,
Pre-Application Conference, and Land Split and Combination Applications, to Provide Opportunity for
Additional Lot Splits for Long-Term Parcel Owners; Providing for Repeal of Conflicting Ordinances,
Severability, and Establishing an Effective Date.  (Lot Splits)

RECOMMENDED ACTION:
At the Council Meeting of March 1, 2016:
1) Read Ordinance No. 2016-11 by title only for the first time
2) City Clerk reads Ordinance No. 2016-11 by title only (if approved above)
3) Read Ordinance No. 2016-12 by title only for the first time
4) City Clerk reads Ordinance No. 2016-12 by title only (if approved above)
5) Read Ordinance No. 2016-13 by title only for the first time
6) City Clerk reads Ordinance No. 2016-13 by title only (if approved above)
At the Council Meeting of March 22, 2016:
7) Read Ordinance No. 2016-11 by title only for the final time
8) City Clerk reads Ordinance No. 2016-11 by title only (if approved above)
9) Adopt Ordinance No. 2016-11
10) Read Ordinance No. 2016-12 by title only for the final time
11) City Clerk reads Ordinance No. 2016-12 by title only (if approved above)
12) Adopt Ordinance No. 2016-12
13) Read Ordinance No. 2016-13 by title only for the final time



14) City Clerk reads Ordinance No. 2016-13 by title only (if approved above)
15) Adopt Ordinance No. 2016-13
 

Executive Summary:
The City Attorney brings these three clean-up ordinances to the Council for consideration. The first
ordinance codifies the Council's policy regarding qualifications of city magistrates to require admission to
the Arizona bar.  The second ordinance increases the City Manager's settlement authority, consistent
with his authority to enter into contracts, to fifty thousand dollars.  The third ordinance clarifies Council's
expressed intent to allow additional lot splits for property owners who have owned the property proposed
to be split for at least fifteen years.

Financial Impact:
None.

Connection to Council Goal and/or Regional Plan:
None. 

Has There Been Previous Council Decision on This:
Yes.  The City Council advised staff  to require admission to the state bar of Arizona as a qualification for
magistrates on September 9, 2014.

Options and Alternatives:
Ordinance 2016-11:  Magistrate Qualifications
1)  The Council may adopt the ordinance indicating the qualifications for magistrates; or
2)  The Council may not adopt the ordinance and continue with the policy requiring admission to the
Arizona bar for qualification as a magistrate; or
3)  The Council may decide not to require admission to the state bar as a qualification for magistrates; or
4)  The Council may require admission to the state bar for only certain magistrates.

Ordinance 2016-12:  Settlement Authority
1)  The Council may increase the City Manager's settlement authority to $50,000.00, consistent with his
authority to contract; or
2)  The Council may leave the City Manager's settlement authority at $25,000.00; or
3)  The Council may determine a different amount for the City Manager's settlement authority.

Ordinance 2016-13:  Lot Splits
1)  The Council may make the proposed changes to the ordinance, allowing additional splits of lots less
than 2.5 acres after the property has been held by one owner for fifteen years or more; or
2)  The Council may leave the ordinance as it is, which does not allow additional splits of lots less than
2.5 acres after the property has been held by one owner for fifteen years or more.

Community Involvement:
Inform

Attachments:  Ord. 2016-11
Ord. 2016-12
Ord. 2016-13



ORDINANCE NO. 2016-11 
 

AN ORDINANCE OF THE CITY COUNCIL OF THE CITY OF FLAGSTAFF, 
AMENDING THE FLAGSTAFF CITY CODE, TITLE 1, ADMINISTRATIVE, 
CHAPTER 15, MUNICIPAL COURT, DIVISION 1, SECTION 2, MUNICIPAL 
JUDGE, PRESIDING MAGISTRATE, HEARING OFFICERS, TO REQUIRE ALL 
MUNICIPAL JUDGES TO BE ADMITTED TO THE PRACTICE OF LAW IN THE 
STATE OF ARIZONA; PROVIDING FOR REPEAL OF CONFLICTING 
ORDINANCES, SEVERABILITY, AND ESTABLISHING AN EFFECTIVE DATE 

 
 
RECITALS: 

 
WHEREAS, the Flagstaff Charter requires the Flagstaff City Council to appoint police judges, 
also known as municipal judges, and the police judges hold office at the pleasure of the Council: 
and 
 
WHEREAS, the Flagstaff City Council determined that it is appropriate to require all municipal 
judges, including but not limited to the presiding judge, on-call judges, and part-time judges to 
be attorneys admitted to the practice of law in the State of Arizona. 
 
 
ENACTMENTS: 
 
NOW, THEREFORE, BE IT ORDAINED BY THE COUNCIL OF THE CITY OF FLAGSTAFF 
AS FOLLOWS: 
 
SECTION 1.  In General. 
 
The Flagstaff City Code, Title 1, Administration, Chapter 15, Municipal Court, Division 1, Section 
2, Municipal Judge, Presiding Magistrate, Hearing Officers, is hereby amended as set forth 
below (deletions shown as stricken, and additions shown as capitalized text): 

 
1-15-001-0002 MUNICIPAL JUDGE, PRESIDING MAGISTRATE, HEARING OFFICERS 
 
A. Municipal Judge: All Municipal Judges shall serve a term of two (2) years. The two (2) 

year term shall commence August 1, and terminate July 31. During such term, a 
Municipal Judge may be removed only for cause. All Municipal Judges shall be 
appointed by the Council.  ALL MUNICIPAL JUDGES, INCLUDING BUT NOT LIMITED 
TO THOSE DESCRIBED IN SECTION (C) BELOW, MUST BE ADMITTED TO THE 
PRACTICE OF LAW IN THE STATE OF ARIZONA. 
 

B. Presiding Magistrate: Appointed by the Council, presides over a court calendar as well 
as having administrative authority to hire, supervise, discipline, and terminate its non-
appointed court employees. (Supreme Court Administrative Orders 83-11, 90-3, and 
Rule I, Uniform Rules of Practice of the Superior Court, and the principle of judicial 
independence under the doctrine of separation of powers as defined in the 
State Constitution, Article III). The Presiding Magistrate shall follow all Personnel 
Policies adopted and amended by the City Council. Further, the Presiding Magistrate 
shall utilize the Personnel Board created by Ordinance No. 971 and appointed by the 
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City Council. The findings and recommendations of the Personnel Board shall be 
forwarded to the Presiding Magistrate for action. The Presiding Magistrate shall accept 
in whole or in part, or reject, said findings and recommendations. 

C. Additional Municipal Judges: In conformance with Paragraph A of this Section, the City 
Council may appoint one (1) or more additional Judge(s). 

 
1. On-Call: This position will be paid on an hourly basis for each hour worked at a 

rate determined by the City Council at the time of appointment. This position will 
not have a set schedule and will work only at such times as required by the 
Presiding Magistrate when other Municipal Judges are not available. 
 

2. Part-Time: This position will be paid on an hourly basis for each hour worked at a 
rate and for a specific number of hours per week as determined by the City 
Council at the time of appointment. The Presiding Magistrate will schedule actual 
times and days of work. Additional Judges working twenty (20) hours per week or 
more, as authorized by the City Council, will also be eligible for full health, life 
and dental insurance benefits. 
 

D.     Civil Traffic Hearing Officers: The Council may appoint Hearing Officers to preside over 
civil traffic violation cases as provided in Arizona Revised Statutes, section 28-1055, as 
amended. Hearing Officers shall serve under the supervision of the Presiding Municipal 
Judge, for a term of two (2) years. The two (2) year term shall commence August 1, and 
terminate July 31. During such term, a Hearing Officer may be removed only for cause. 
(Ord. 1860, 02/07/95) 

 
SECTION 2.  Repeal of Conflicting Ordinances.    
 
All ordinances and parts of ordinances in conflict with the provisions of this ordinance or any 
part of the code adopted herein by reference are hereby repealed. 
 
SECTION 3.  Severability.   
 
If any section, subsection, sentence, clause, phrase or portion of this ordinance or any part of 
the code adopted herein by reference is for any reason held to be invalid or unconstitutional by 
the decision of any court of competent jurisdiction, such decision shall not affect the validity of 
the remaining portions thereof. 
 
SECTION 4.  Effective Date.   
 
This ordinance shall become effective thirty (30) days following adoption by the City Council.   
 
PASSED AND ADOPTED by the City Council of the City of Flagstaff this 22nd day of March, 
2016. 
 
 
         
               
        MAYOR 
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ATTEST: 
 
 
 
  
CITY CLERK 
 
APPROVED AS TO FORM: 
 
 
 
  
CITY ATTORNEY 
 



ORDINANCE NO. 2016-12 
 

AN ORDINANCE OF THE CITY COUNCIL OF THE CITY OF FLAGSTAFF, 
AMENDING THE FLAGSTAFF CITY CODE, TITLE 1, ADMINISTRATIVE, 
CHAPTER 24, INSURANCE, DIVISION 1, SECTION 7, INSURANCE,  TO 
INCREASE THE AUTHORITY OF THE CITY MANAGER TO SETTLE CLAIMS 
UP TO FIFTY THOUSAND DOLLARS; PROVIDING FOR REPEAL OF 
CONFLICTING ORDINANCES, SEVERABILITY, AND ESTABLISHING AN 
EFFECTIVE DATE 

 
 
RECITALS: 

 
WHEREAS, the Flagstaff Charter allows the city manager to contract on behalf of the city for 
amounts of fifty-thousand dollars or less; and 
 
WHEREAS, in the past, the city manager’s authority to settle claims, which is set by ordinance, 
has been increased when his or her authority to enter into contracts has increased. 
 
 
ENACTMENTS: 
 
NOW, THEREFORE, BE IT ORDAINED BY THE COUNCIL OF THE CITY OF FLAGSTAFF 
AS FOLLOWS: 
 
SECTION 1.  In General. 
 
The Flagstaff City Code, Title 1, Administration, Chapter 24, Insurance, Division 1, Section 24, 
Insurance, is hereby amended as set forth below (deletions shown as stricken, and additions 
shown as capitalized text): 
 
1-24-001-0007 SETTLEMENT OF CLAIMS 
 
The City Manager or designee, shall have the authority to settle and authorize payment of 
claims against the City up to the amount of twenty-five thousand dollars ($25,000.00) FIFTY 
THOUSAND DOLLARS ($50,000.00). Any claim in excess of this amount shall require approval 
of the City Council. The Council shall be notified of all claim settlements.  
 
SECTION 2.  Repeal of Conflicting Ordinances.    
 
All ordinances and parts of ordinances in conflict with the provisions of this ordinance or any 
part of the code adopted herein by reference are hereby repealed. 
 
SECTION 3.  Severability.   
 
If any section, subsection, sentence, clause, phrase or portion of this ordinance or any part of 
the code adopted herein by reference is for any reason held to be invalid or unconstitutional by 
the decision of any court of competent jurisdiction, such decision shall not affect the validity of 
the remaining portions thereof. 
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SECTION 4.  Effective Date.   
 
This ordinance shall become effective thirty (30) days following adoption by the City Council.   
 
PASSED AND ADOPTED by the City Council of the City of Flagstaff this 22nd day of March, 
2016. 
 
 
 
         
               
        MAYOR 
 
ATTEST: 
 
 
 
  
CITY CLERK 
 
APPROVED AS TO FORM: 
 
 
 
  
CITY ATTORNEY 
 



ORDINANCE NO. 2016-13 
 

AN ORDINANCE OF THE CITY COUNCIL OF THE CITY OF FLAGSTAFF, 
AMENDING THE FLAGSTAFF CITY CODE, TITLE 11, GENERAL PLANS AND 
SUBDIVISIONS, CHAPTER 20, SUBDIVISION AND LAND SPLIT 
PROCEDURES AND REQUIREMENTS, DIVISION 1, SECTIONS 30 AND 40, 
PRE-APPLICATION CONFERENCE AND LAND SPLIT AND COMBINATION 
APPLICATIONS,  TO PROVIDE OPPORTUNITY FOR ADDITIONAL LOT 
SPLITS FOR LONG-TERM PARCEL OWNERS; PROVIDING FOR REPEAL 
OF CONFLICTING ORDINANCES, SEVERABILITY, AND ESTABLISHING AN 
EFFECTIVE DATE 

 
 
RECITALS: 

 
WHEREAS, the Flagstaff City Council discussed allowing long-term property owners to split 
their parcels without following the subdivision regulations in certain instances the last time 
Council considered Title Eleven of the City Code; and 
 
WHEREAS, the current City Code requires property owners to provide evidence of long-term 
ownership, but does not establish regulations to allow for additional land split. 
 
 
ENACTMENTS: 
 
NOW, THEREFORE, BE IT ORDAINED BY THE COUNCIL OF THE CITY OF FLAGSTAFF 
AS FOLLOWS: 
 
SECTION 1.  In General. 
 
The Flagstaff City Code, Title 11, General Plans and Subdivision, Chapter 20, Subdivision and 
Land Split Procedure and Requirements, Division 1, Sections 30 and 40 Pre-Application 
Conference and Land Split and Combination Applications, is hereby amended as set forth below 
(deletions shown as stricken, and additions shown as capitalized text): 
 
11-20.100.030 Pre -Application Conference 
 
A. The pre-application conference stage of land split or combination review is an optional 

investigatory period preceding the preparation and submittal of the land split or 
combination application by the subdivider. The subdivider shall initially present the land 
split or combination proposal to the Director who shall advise the subdivider of specific 
public objectives, standards, and regulations related to the property and the procedure 
for land split or combination review. 

 
B. An application for land split or combination approval shall include a sketch plan of the 

proposed land split or combination so that the Director can determine whether the 
approval process authorized by this Division can and should be utilized. The Director 
may require the applicant to submit whatever information is necessary to make this 
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determination, including, but not limited to, a copy of the Coconino County Assessor's 
Map showing the land being divided and all lots or parcels previously divided from that 
tract of land and, all contiguous land under the same ownership 15 years prior to 
December 16, 2010, the effective date of these regulations. FOR EACH PARCEL 
PROPOSED TO BE DIVIDED, PROVIDE RECORDS SHOWING OWNERSHIP OF THE 
PARCEL FOR THE PAST FIFTEEN YEARS.  

 
11-20.100.040 Land Split and Combination Applications 
 
A. Application Submittal: 
 

1. All land split or combination applications shall include the following materials: 
 
a. The required number of copies of the land split or combination map 

reproduced in the form of blue or black line prints on a white background, 
or suitable copies showing the proposed Land split or combination, 
existing conditions including the location of all structures, and anticipated 
setbacks from existing and proposed property lines; 

 
b. Any information required as part of the land split or combination submittal 

shall be shown graphically, or by note, or by letter, or in combination on 
the plans, and may if necessary comprise several sheets showing various 
elements of the required data. All mapped data for the same map shall be 
drawn at the same engineering scale, said scale not to be greater than 
100 feet to an inch; 

 
c. A completed land split or combination application form; 
 
d.  Legal description in a form approved by the Coconino County Recorder's 

office; 
 
e. A non-refundable land split or combination application fee (See City 

Code, Title 10, Zoning Code, Appendix 2, Planning Fee Schedule), 
available as a separate document from the Planning 
Section); and, 

 
f. Complete contact information for the subdivider. 
 
G.    FOR EACH PARCEL PROPOSED TO BE DIVIDED, PROVIDE 

RECORDS OF OWNERSHIP OF THE PARCEL FOR THE PAST 
FIFTEEN YEARS. 

 
2. All submittals shall be checked by the Director for completeness. If the 

application is determined to be incomplete, the submittal may be rejected and 
returned to the applicant for revision and resubmittal. 
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B. Application Approval Standards: 
 

1. All land split or combination applications shall be designed to comply with the 
requirements of the specific zoning district within which it is located, including 
minimum lot area, lot depth, lot width and minimum access requirements. 
 

2. No lot or parcel shall be divided in such a way that any division contains more 
dwelling units than are permitted by the zoning regulations in the district in which 
the lot or parcel is situated. 
 

3. IF A PARCEL HAS BEEN UNDER THE SAME OWNERSHIP FOR THE PAST 
FIFTEEN YEARS, THE PARCEL MAY BE SPLIT AGAIN CONSISTENT WITH 
THIS CHAPTER AS IF THE PARCEL HAD NOT BEEN SPLIT IN THE PAST. 

 
C. Process for Approval. 
 

1. The subdivider shall submit all of the documents, information, data, and other 
requirements for approval of a land split or combination to the Director. The 
subdivider shall also furnish to the Director any additional information and 
materials relevant to the application that are reasonably believed to be necessary 
in order for the Director to evaluate, analyze, or understand the subject matter of 
the application, and to ensure compliance with the requirements of this division. 
Compliance shall be determined by the Director. 

2. The procedures for approval, modification, or denial of land split or combination 
applications shall be as follows: 
 
a. The Director shall approve or disapprove applications for land splits or 

combinations pursuant to the provisions of this Division and shall ensure 
compliance with any applicable conditions of approval. 

 
b.    A subdivider may appeal a final action of the Director to the Planning 

Commission in accordance with Division 11-20.180, Appeals, of this 
Chapter. 
 

SECTION 2.  Repeal of Conflicting Ordinances.    
 
All ordinances and parts of ordinances in conflict with the provisions of this ordinance or any 
part of the code adopted herein by reference are hereby repealed. 
 
SECTION 3.  Severability.   
 
If any section, subsection, sentence, clause, phrase or portion of this ordinance or any part of 
the code adopted herein by reference is for any reason held to be invalid or unconstitutional by 
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the decision of any court of competent jurisdiction, such decision shall not affect the validity of 
the remaining portions thereof. 
 
SECTION 4.  Effective Date.   
 
This ordinance shall become effective thirty (30) days following adoption by the City Council.   
 
PASSED AND ADOPTED by the City Council of the City of Flagstaff this 22nd day of March, 
2016. 
 
 
 
         
               
        MAYOR 
 
ATTEST: 
 
 
 
  
CITY CLERK 
 
APPROVED AS TO FORM: 
 
 
 
  
CITY ATTORNEY 
 



  10. D.             
CITY OF FLAGSTAFF
STAFF SUMMARY REPORT

To: The Honorable Mayor and Council

From: Charity Lee, Real Estate Manager

Date: 01/16/2016

Meeting Date: 03/01/2016

TITLE: 
Consideration and Adoption of Resolution No. 2016-05 A Resolution to abandon 1,103 Sq. Ft.
of sewer easement, recorded in Docket 196, Pg. 613 Coconino County. (Resolution to abandon an
unused sewer easement near Route 66 and Ponderosa Parkway) 

RECOMMENDED ACTION:
1)  Read Resolution No. 2016-05 by title only
2)  City Clerk reads Resolution No. 2016-05 by title only (if approved above)
3) Adopt Resolution No. 2016-05

Executive Summary:
The private property owner located at 1688 E. Rt. 66, APN 107-07-001G, otherwise known as
“Starbucks” has requested that the City of Flagstaff abandon 1,103 SF of vacated sewer easement to
unencumber the property.

Financial Impact:
None

Connection to Council Goal and/or Regional Plan:
None

Has There Been Previous Council Decision on This:
No
  



Options and Alternatives:
Option 1: Adopt the Resolution to abandon the 1,103 Sq. FT. of  vacated sewer easement.
Option 2: Don't adopt the Resolution to abandon the 1,103 Sq. FT. of vacated sewer easement.

Background/History:
A perpetual easement and right-of-way for the purpose of installing, inspecting, maintaining, repairing,
replacing and removing sewer lines was granted to the City of Flagstaff, a municipal corporation on
November 29th, 1962, Docket 196 Page 613. 

Key Considerations:
Only 1,103 Sq. Ft. of this easement is to be abandoned, which is located at 1688 E. Rt 66 Flagstaff, AZ.
86001, APN 107-07-001G. This was a request made by the private owner to unencumber the property.

Community Involvement:
Inform
Collaborate

Attachments:  Survey with Legal Description
Dkt 196, Pg. 613-614
Res. 2016-05











RESOLUTION NO. 2016-05 
 

A RESOLUTION OF THE FLAGSTAFF CITY COUNCIL TO ABANDON 1,103 
SQUARE FEET OF A UTILITY/WASTEWATER (SEWER) EASEMENT WHICH 
WAS DEDICATED TO THE CITY OF FLAGSTAFF AS RECORDED IN 
COCONINO COUNTY DOCKET 196, PAGE 613 ON NOVEMBER 29, 1962, 
WHICH EASEMENT ENCUMBERS THE FOLLOWING DESCRIBED REAL 
PROPERTIES LOCATED AT 1688 EAST ROUTE 66, FLAGSTAFF, ARIZONA 
(APN 107-07-001G) 
 
 

RECITALS: 
 
WHEREAS, the City of Flagstaff (“City”) does not own fee title ownership but has an interest in 
an easement that encumbers the property located at 1688 East Route 66, Flagstaff, Arizona 
(APN 107-07-001G); and 
 
WHEREAS, pursuant to A.R.S §28-7214, the easements may be extinguished by resolution of 
the governing body of the city; and  
 
WHEREAS, a 1,103 square foot portion of the utility line is no longer in use or necessary as a 
public easement and may, therefore, be abandoned; and 
 
WHEREAS, A.R.S. §9-402(E), the Flagstaff City Council has determined that the City no longer 
needs the easement and that the easement has no public use or market value.  
 
ENACTMENTS: 
 
NOW, THEREFORE, BE IT RESOLVED BY THE COUNCIL OF THE CITY OF FLAGSTAFF 
AS FOLLOWS: 
 
 
That the City hereby abandons the 1,103 SQ. FT portion of easement further described in 
Exhibits “A” and “B” and attached herein, which was dedicated to the City of Flagstaff, Arizona, 
a municipal corporation in Docket 196, Page 613 on November 29th, 1962. 
 
 
PASSED AND ADOPTED by the City Council of the City of Flagstaff this 16th day of February, 
2016.  
 
     _______________________________________  
     MAYOR 
ATTEST: 
 
__________________________________  
CITY CLERK 
 
APPROVED AS TO FORM: 
 
__________________________________ 
CITY ATTORNEY 







  10. E.             
CITY OF FLAGSTAFF
STAFF SUMMARY REPORT

To: The Honorable Mayor and Council

From: Charity Lee, Real Estate Manager

Date: 01/16/2016

Meeting Date: 03/01/2016

TITLE: 
Consideration and Adoption of Resolution No. 2016-04:  A Resolution to abandon a vacant public
utility easement. Recorded in Coconino County, Docket 245, Pg. 5, over, under and across; 3025 E.
Industrial Dr., APN 107-15-013B and 107-30-022A, 2201 N. Vickey St., APN 107-15-015, and 2225 N.
Steves Boulevard, APN. 107-30-012. (Resolution to abandon an unused public utility easement)

RECOMMENDED ACTION:
1)  Read Resolution No. 2016-04 by title only.
2)  City Clerk reads Resolution No. 2016-04 by title only if approved above.
3) Adopt Resolution No. 2016-04

Executive Summary:
The private owner located at 2201 N. Vickey St. has requested that the City of Flagstaff abandon
the vacant utility easement to unencumber the property. After further investigation, it was realized that
the easement recorded in Docket 245, Pg. 5 also encumbered 3025 E. Industrial Dr. APN 107-15-013B
and 107-30-022A, and 2225 N. Steves Boulevard, APN 107-30-012.  The purpose of the Resolution is to
unencumber all properties currently encumbered by the easement that is no longer is use.

Financial Impact:
There is no financial impact to the City of Flagstaff.

Connection to Council Goal and/or Regional Plan:
None 

Has There Been Previous Council Decision on This:
No

Options and Alternatives:
Option 1: Adopt the Resolution to abandon the vacant public utility easement. 
Option 2: Do not adopt the Resolution to abandon the vacant public utility easement.

Background/History:
The easement was granted to the City of Flagstaff, Arizona, a municipal corporation on November 22,



The easement was granted to the City of Flagstaff, Arizona, a municipal corporation on November 22,
1965, Docket 245, page 5, and was for sewer and utility purposes.  The City of Flagstaff has relocated
the sewer and utilities and this easement is no longer in use.  The purpose is to unencumber the privately
owned properties.

Community Involvement:
Inform

Attachments:  Recorded Easement Dkt 245, Pg. 5
Map of Easement location
Res. 2016-04









RESOLUTION NO. 2016-04 

A RESOLUTION TO ABANDON AN UNUSED PUBLIC UTILITY EASEMENT 
RECORDED IN COCONINO COUNTY DOCKET 245, PAGE 5, WHICH 
EASEMENT ENCUMBERS THE FOLLOWING DESCRIBED REAL 
PROPERTIES LOCATED AT 3025 EAST INDUSTRIAL DRIVE, FLAGSTAFF, 
ARIZONA (APN 107-15-013B AND 107-30-022A); 2201 NORTH VICKEY 
STREET, FLAGSTAFF, ARIZONA (APN 107-15-015); AND, 2225 NORTH 
STEVES BOULEVARD, FLAGSTAFF, ARIZONA (APN 107-30-012) 

 
RECITALS: 
 
WHEREAS, a perpetual easement and right-of-way for water, sewer and utility purposes was 
granted  to the City of Flagstaff, Arizona, a municipal corporation on November 22, 1965,  
Docket 245, PAGE 5, Records of Coconino County, Arizona; and 
 
WHEREAS, the City of Flagstaff has relocated the utility line and the line is no longer in use or 
necessary as a public easement and may therefore, be abandoned; and  
 
WHEREAS, the City of Flagstaff does not own fee title ownership but has an interest through an 
easement; and 
 
WHEREAS, pursuant to A.R.S §28-7214, the easements may be extinguished by resolution of 
the governing body of the city; and  
 
WHEREAS, A.R.S. §9-402(E), the Flagstaff City Council has determined that the City no longer 
needs the easement and that the easement has no public use or market value.  
 
ENACTMENTS: 
 
NOW, THEREFORE, BE IT RESOLVED BY THE COUNCIL OF THE CITY OF FLAGSTAFF 
AS FOLLOWS: 
 
That the City hereby abandons the easement described in Exhibit “A” and attached herein which 
was dedicated to the City of Flagstaff, Arizona, a municipal corporation in Docket 245, Page 5, 
on November 22, 1965. 
 
PASSED AND ADOPTED by the City Council of the City of Flagstaff this 16th day of February, 
2016.  
 
     _______________________________________  
     MAYOR 
ATTEST: 
 
__________________________________  
CITY CLERK 
 
APPROVED AS TO FORM: 
 
__________________________________ 
CITY ATTORNEY 
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Exhibit “A” 

 

A strip of land 16.0 feet in width and 1715.76 feet in length being 
situated in the NE1/2 NW1/4 and the NW1/4NE1/4 of Section 13, 
Township 21 North, Range 7 East, G.&S.R.B.&M.; Coconino County, 
Arizona; lying 8.0 feet on either side of, and parallel with the following 
described center line:  

From the center of said Section 13, N. 0 ° 01’00” E. 1489.63 feet along 
the mid-section line to the true point of beginning; thence S. 83°25’40” 
W. 784.16 feet to the East line of that parcel of land known as the 
Diamond ‘S’ Trailer Court; and from the same true point of beginning, 
N. 83°25’40” E. 931.60 feet to an existing sewer manhole adjacent to 
the Interstate 40 Highway right-of-way.  
 

 



  14. A.             
CITY OF FLAGSTAFF
STAFF SUMMARY REPORT

To: The Honorable Mayor and Council

From: Brian Kulina, Planning Development Manager

Date: 02/18/2016

Meeting Date: 03/01/2016

TITLE: 
Public Hearing, Consideration, and Adoption of Ordinance No. 2016-08:   An ordinance of the
Flagstaff City Council amending the Flagstaff Zoning Map Downtown Regulating Plan designation of
approximately 0.29 acres of land generally located west of the southwest corner of Mikes Pike and
Phoenix Avenue from the T4 Neighborhood 1 - Open (T4N.1-O) and T5 Main Street (T5) transect zones
to the T4 Neighborhood 2 (T4N.2) transect zone and of approximately 1.35 acres located at 17 S Mikes
Pike from the T4 Neighborhood 1 - Open (T4N.1-O) transect zone to the T5 Main Street (T5) transect
zone, conditional. (The Hub Zoning Map Amendment)

RECOMMENDED ACTION:
1)  Read Ordinance No. 2016-08 by title only for the final time
2) City Clerk reads Ordinance No. 2016-08 by title only (if approved above)
3)  Adopt Ordinance No. 2016-08.

Executive Summary:
A direct ordinance Zoning Map Amendment request from Core Campus LLC amending the Downtown Regulating
Plan from the existing T4 Neighborhood 1 (T4N.1) transect to the proposed T5 Main Street (T5) transect located
along Mikes Pike and containing approximately 1.35 acres, and from the existing T4 Neighborhood 1 (T4N.1) and
the T5 Main Street (T5) transects to the proposed T4 Neighborhood 2 (T4N.2) transect located along Phoenix
Avenue and containing approximately 0.29 acres.

Financial Impact:

The proposed Development Agreement deal points (attached) address anticipated contributions for
traffic, water and sewer to assure proportionality and requested upgrades to existing infrastructure. A
draft Development Agreement will be provided to Council for its review prior to the meeting on March 1,
2016. 

Connection to Council Goal and/or Regional Plan:
COUNCIL GOALS:
1) Provide sustainable and equitable public facilities, services, and infrastructure systems in an efficient
and effective manner to serve all population areas and demographics
2) Provide a well-managed transportation system
3) Continue to implement the Flagstaff Regional Plan and focus efforts on specific plans

REGIONAL PLAN:
Staff has identified 66 Regional Plan Goals and Policies that could be applied to support or not support
the proposed Zoning Map Amendment.  For reference, a list of those policies is attached to this report. 



the proposed Zoning Map Amendment.  For reference, a list of those policies is attached to this report. 

Has There Been Previous Council Decision on This:
No previous Council action or discussion has occurred regarding this Zoning Map Amendment request or
the Subject Property.

Options and Alternatives:
1)  Approve the ordinance with the proposed conditions.
2)  Approve the ordinance with no conditions, additional conditions, or modified conditions.
3)  Deny the ordinance based on the required findings in Section 10-20.50.040(F)(1)(a) of the Zoning
Code.

Background/History:
Core Campus LLC (the “Developer”) is requesting a direct ordinance Zoning Map Amendment amending
the Downtown Regulating Plan as follows: (1) from the existing T4 Neighborhood 1 (T4N.1) transect to
the proposed T5 Main Street (T5) transect to allow for ground floor commercial uses and establish a
5-floor maximum building height, located along Mikes Pike and containing approximately 1.35 acres; and,
(2) from the existing T4 Neighborhood 1 (T4N.1) and the T5 Main Street (T5) transects to the proposed
T4 Neighborhood 2 (T4N.2) transect to allow for ground floor residential uses and establish a 4-floor
maximum building height, located along Phoenix Avenue and containing approximately 0.29 acres.  This
proposed conditional amendment, combined with two (2) proposed Conditional Use Permit requests and
other entitled parcels, will allow for the development of a 99 dwelling unit per acre mixed-use multi-family
style student housing building consisting of 236 dwelling units (664 beds) located above and behind
approximately 14,096 square feet of commercial uses on approximately 2.39 acres generally located at
17 S Mikes Pike (the “Subject Property”).  The Subject Property is currently developed with a mixture of
uses including commercial, contractor office and storage yard, automotive lube shop, and single-family
residential.  There are no natural resources (rural floodplain, slope, or forest) on-site.  For additional
information regarding the characteristics of the site and reason for the request, please reference the
attached Rezone Narrative.
 
Land use north of the Subject Property is light industrial including the City of Flagstaff Phoenix Storage
building and the Northern Arizona Intergovernmental Public Transportation Authority (“NAIPTA”) transfer
stations.  Land uses to the east of the Subject Property are a mixture of commercial and service including
restaurant, retail, and office.  Land uses to the south of the Subject Property are primarily retail/service
and a residential duplex.  Land uses to the west of the Subject Property is commercial/service including
restaurant, retail, office, and automotive repair.
 
If the proposed Zoning Map Amendment request is approved, including the two (2) proposed Conditional
Use Permit requests, the next steps in the development process will be Civil Improvement Plan submittal
and Building Plan submittal. A Development Agreement between the City and the Developer, a draft of
which will be provided to Council for its review prior to the March 1 meeting, is being drafted to address
parking, affordable housing, required off-site infrastructure improvements (i.e. stormwater, traffic, and
pedestrian crossing of Butler Avenue), project management, transect zone election, and Prop207
waiver.  The Development Agreement must be approved by the City Council via a resolution prior to the
second reading of the Zoning Map Amendment ordinance.  The proposed development encompasses
seven (7) separately identified parcels (APN’s 100-39-001C, 00-39-010, 100-39-009, 100-39-008,
100-39-001G, 100-39-002A, and 100-39-011C).  All of parcels 100-39-010, 100-39-003, 100-09-008, and
portions of parcel 100-39-001C, 100-39-001G, and 100-39-002A are subject to the proposed Zoning Map
Amendment; however, all parcels within the proposed development were analyzed for conformance to
existing and proposed development standards.  As a condition of approval, all parcels must be combined
into one parcel prior to building permit submittal.

Due to the size of the file, this project's plans may be accessed at Plans. Please allow time for this

http://www.flagstaff.az.gov/DocumentCenter/View/48510


document to download.

Key Considerations:
Proposed amendments shall be evaluated based on the following findings: 1) the proposed amendment
is consistent with and conforms to the goals of the General Plan and any applicable specific plans; 2) the
proposed amendment will not be detrimental to the public interest, health, safety, convenience, or welfare
of the City of Flagstaff (the “City”) and will add to the public good as described in the General Plan; and,
3) the affected site is physically suitable in terms of design, location, shape, size, operating
characteristics and the provision of public and emergency vehicle access, public services, and utilities, to
ensure that the requested zone designation and the proposed or anticipated uses and/or development
will not endanger, jeopardize, or otherwise constitute a hazard to the property or improvements in the
vicinity in which the property is located.  If the application is not consistent with the General Plan and any
other applicable specific plan, the applicable plan must be amended in compliance with the procedures
established in Chapter 11-10 of the City Code (Title 11: General Plans and Subdivisions) prior to
considering the proposed amendment.

An amendment to the Planning Commission staff report was made during the Planning Commission
meeting.  The Zoning Code interpretation mentioned in the report regarding maximum parking
allowances was reviewed by the City Attorney's office, at the request of the Developer, and it was
determined that the 5% cap of parking currently found within the Zoning Code applies to both surface and
structured parking.  The applicant objected to staff's interpretation that they could provide more parking
than 5% above the minimum requirement as long as it was within a structure.

On February 3, 2016, the Planning Commission concluded their review of the proposed Zoning Map
Amendment with a recommendation for Approval, by a vote of 6-1, subject to the following conditions,
which have been incorporated into Ordinance No. 2016-08: 

Unless modified to comply with these conditions, the site shall be developed in substantial
conformance to the Site Plan as approved by the Inter-Division Staff (IDS) on December 11, 2015,
and as presented to the Planning and Zoning Commission with this Zoning Map Amendment
request.

1.

The proposed structure located along Mikes Pike shall be limited to 4-stories/52-feet in height
adjacent to the street frontage.  A fifth story, if desired, shall have all residential units setback at
least 40-feet from the property line.  Elevators, stairwells, and other utilities may encroach into the
40-foot setback as necessary.

2.

Development shall be limited to two hundred thirty-six (236) units and six hundred sixty-four (664)
beds.  Any increase to either the number of units or beds must be approved by the City Council
through the review of a Zoning Map Amendment application.

3.

At the time of building permit submittal, the easternmost and westernmost residential entrances
along Phoenix Avenue shall be modified to incorporate a covered porch element, or other similar
feature, at the first floor entry to emphasize the pedestrian scale and residential character.

4.

Prior to building permit submittal, the Developer shall combine Coconino County Assessor parcel
numbers 100-39-001C, 00-39-010, 100-39-009, 100-39-008, 100-39-001G, 100-39-002A, and
100-39-011C.

5.

The Developer shall provide one hundred (100) additional parking spaces either on-site, off-site in
a private structure, or off-site in a joint public/private structure with the City.  Off-site parking shall
be located within 600-feet of the Property.  In-lieu of providing the parking spaces, the Development
may elect to pay a fee of twenty thousand dollars ($20,000.00) per space to the City for use in
construction of an off-site public parking structure.

6.

Community Benefits and Considerations:
Community benefits and considerations related to this Zoning Map Amendment request are addressed in
the attached Planning and Zoning Commission staff report dated January 6, 2016

http://www.flagstaff.az.gov/DocumentCenter/View/48510


Community Involvement:
Inform, Consult, Involve, Collaborate, Empower

Public hearings before the Planning and Zoning Commission and the City Council are conducted in
conjunction with any Zoning Map amendment request.  In accordance with Arizona Revised Statute and
City Code, notice of the public hearing must be provided by placing an ad in a newspaper of general
circulation within the City, posting a notice on the property subject to the proposed amendment, and
mailing a notice to all property owners within 300-feet of the property subject to the proposed
amendment.  All notifications must be completed at least 15-days prior to the first schedule public
hearing.  In order to notice as many people as possible, staff ensured that a notice was: published in the
Sunday edition of the Arizona Daily Sun; 3 public hearing notice signs were posted on the site (1 on
Mikes Pike, 1 on Milton Road, and 1 on Phoenix Avenue); and, a notice was mailed to all property owners
within 1000-feet of the site, all tenants within 1,000 feet of the site, all parties on the Registry of Persons
or Groups, and anyone who signed-in at any of the Developer’s previously held neighborhood meetings. 
A copy of the publication notice, pictures of the postings, a mailing list, and a copy of the mailing notice
are attached to this report.
 
As of this writing, staff received 16 letters and 45 e-mails from interested parties, which can be divided
into three (3) categories: opposed, neutral, and support.  Those comments in opposition (56 total)
expressed concerns over compatibility, sociological impacts, infrastructure, student behavior,
neighborhood character, traffic, unsupportable retail, parking, aesthetics, location, views, shadow cast,
building massing, design, impact on tourism, Northern Arizona University’s problem to address,
neighborhood history, student housing, undesirable part of town for students, density, availability of other
housing types, human congestion, density, zone change only benefits developer, security, demise of the
neighborhood, complexity of transect zoning, bicycle ridership, not designed for families, student
conduct, fire safety, ruin of Downtown, student housing belongs on campus, aesthetic value, visual
pollutant, architecture, use and type of retail, impacts on rent, scale, property values, size, increased
crime, and becoming a "for profit college town."  The neutral comments (2 total) requested additional
information and the count of comments in support and nonsupport of the project.  Those comments in
support (3 total)  expressed the need for student housing, location, pedestrian environment, land use,
relief for students, and support for NAU.  A summary of all comments received is attached to this report
for review.  Any additional comments received after the date of this report will be compiled, summarized,
and transmitted to the Council at the meeting.

Section 10-20.30.060 of the Zoning Code (Page 20.30-5) requires the Developer to conduct a
neighborhood meeting prior to the Planning and Zoning Commission public hearing in accordance with
an approved neighborhood meeting plan.  After completion of the neighborhood meeting, the Developer
must prepare a Record of Proceedings in accordance with Section 10-20.30.060.F of the Zoning Code
(Page 20.30-7).  That record is then presented as part of the report to the Planning and Zoning
Commission and City Council.  The Neighborhood Meeting Plan, a copy of which is attached to this
report, was approved by staff on December 3, 2015 and revised on December 29, 2015.
 
The required neighborhood meeting was conducted on December 21, 2015 at the Pine Forest Charter
School located at 1120 W Kaibab Lane.  The meeting was noticed in accordance with established City
standards.  The meeting was conducted in a more traditional speaker/audience format with a
presentation given by the applicant followed by a question and answer (Q&A) session.  The results of the
meeting were submitted on December 30, 2015 in a Neighborhood Meeting Report, a copy of which is
attached to this report.  The meeting was attended by 47 people who signed-in.  Additional people may
have attended but were not accounted for in the report.  Based on the submitted meeting minutes
(Neighborhood Meeting Summary Tab F), comments during the Q&A session generally revolved around
gaining a better understanding of the specifics of proposed development (i.e. number of beds, units, and
parking spaces), impacts on the existing infrastructure (including traffic and transit), benefits of the project
to the neighborhood and city, and plans for the property if the Zoning Map Amendment is denied.



Attachments:  Ord. 2016-08
DA Deal Points
P&Z Staff Report
Supplement
P&Z Commission Packet Supplement
Public Comments



 
 

ORDINANCE NO. 2016-08 
 

AN ORDINANCE OF THE CITY COUNCIL OF THE CITY OF FLAGSTAFF, 
AMENDING THE FLAGSTAFF ZONING MAP DOWNTOWN REGULATING 
PLAN DESIGNATION OF APPROXIMATELY 0.29 ACRES OF LAND 
GENERALLY LOCATED WEST OF THE SOUTHWEST CORNER OF MIKES 
PIKE AND PHOENIX AVENUE FROM THE T4 NEIGHBORHOOD 1 – OPEN 
(T4N.1-O) AND T5 MAIN STREET (T5) TRANSECT ZONES TO THE T4 
NEIGHBORHOOD 2 (T4N.2) TRANSECT ZONE AND APPROXIMATELY 1.35 
ACRES LOCATED AT 17 S MIKES PIKE FROM THE T4 NEIGHBORHOOD 1 – 
OPEN (T4N.1-O) TRANSECT ZONE TO THE T5 MAIN STREET (T5) 
TRANSECT ZONE WITH CONDITIONS; PROVIDING FOR SEVERABILITY, 
AND ESTABLISHING AN EFFECTIVE DATE 

 
 
RECITALS: 
 
WHEREAS, Core Campus Flagstaff LLC (the “Applicant”), applied for a Zoning Map 
Amendment of approximately 1.64 acres of land generally located south and west of the 
southwest corner of Mikes Pike and Phoenix Avenue in the City of Flagstaff, Coconino County, 
Arizona, a legal description of which is provided in Exhibit “A” attached hereto (“the Property”), 
in order to, when combined with other parcels and entitlements, construct a mixed-use multi-
family style student-housing development.  The proposed development consists of 236 dwelling 
units, containing 664 beds, located above and behind 14,096 square feet of commercial uses; 
and 
 
WHEREAS, the Applicant proposes to develop the Property pursuant to the terms and 
conditions of this Ordinance and a Development Agreement between Applicant and the City 
(“Agreement”), which will be presented to the City Council through a proposed resolution at the 
second reading of this Ordinance; and  
 
WHEREAS, in furtherance of the Applicant’s development plans, the Applicant has applied to 
the City of Flagstaff to amend the transect zoning of the Property from the T4 Neighborhood 1 – 
Open (T4N.1-O) and T5 Main Street (T5) zones to the T4 Neighborhood 2 (T4N.2) zone for 
approximately 0.29 acres and from the T4 Neighborhood 1 – Open (T4N.1-O) zone to the T5 
Main Street (T5) zone for approximately 1.35 acres; and  
 
WHEREAS, the Planning and Zoning Commission has formally considered the present Zoning 
Map Amendment application following proper notice and hearings on January 13, 2015 and 
February 3, 2015, and has recommended Approval of the requested zoning application, subject 
to the Applicant’s compliance with certain conditions set forth below; and 
 
WHEREAS, the Council finds that the Applicant has complied with all application requirements 
set forth in Chapter 10-20 of the Flagstaff Zoning Code; and 
 
WHEREAS, the staff has recommended approval of the Zoning Map Amendment application, 
subject to the conditions proposed by the Planning and Zoning Commission, as augmented by 
staff, as set forth below, and the Council has considered each of the conditions and has found 
each condition to be appropriate for the Property and necessary for the proposed development; 
and 
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WHEREAS, the Council has read and considered the staff reports prepared by the Planning 
Division and all attachments to those reports, the Applicant’s application, the narrative provided 
by the Applicant, and all statements made by the Applicant during the presentation to Council, 
and the Council finds that the proposed Zoning Map Amendment, subject to the conditions set 
forth below, meets the findings required by Section 10-20.50.040(F)(1)(a) of the Flagstaff 
Zoning Code. 
 
 
ENACTMENTS: 
 
NOW, THEREFORE, BE IT ORDAINED BY THE COUNCIL OF THE CITY OF FLAGSTAFF 
AS FOLLOWS: 
 
 
SECTION 1. The foregoing recitals are incorporated as if fully set forth herein. 
 
SECTION 2. The amendment requested in the application is consistent with and conforms to 
the goals of the General Plan. 
 
SECTION 3. The amendment requested in the application will not be detrimental to the public 
interest, health, safety, convenience or welfare of the City and will add to the public good as 
described in the General Plan. 
 
SECTION 4. The affected site is physically suitable in terms of design, location, shape, size, 
operating characteristics, and the provision of public and emergency vehicle access and public 
services and utilities to ensure that the amendment requested in the application will not 
endanger, jeopardize or otherwise constitute a hazard to the property or improvements in the 
vicinity in which the property is located. 
 
SECTION 5. The Zoning Map Downtown Regulating Plan designation for the Property is 
hereby amended from the T4 Neighborhood 1 – Open (T4N.1-O) and T5 Main Street (T5) 
transect zones to the T4 Neighborhood 2 (T4N.2) transect zone for approximately 0.29 acres, 
as depicted in Exhibit “B”, and from the T4 Neighborhood 1 – Open (T4N.1-O) transect zone to 
the T5 Main Street (T5) transect zone for approximately 1.35 acres, as depicted in Exhibit “C”, 
through the approval of the application and all other documents attached to the staff summary 
submitted in support of this ordinance. 
 
SECTION 6. The City is specifically relying on all assertions made by the Applicant, or the 
applicant’s representatives, whether authorized or not, made at the public hearing on the zone 
change application unless the assertions were withdrawn on the record.  Those assertions are 
hereby incorporated into this ordinance. 
 
SECTION 7 That the Zoning Map Amendment be conditioned on compliance with that 
Agreement between the City of Flagstaff and the Applicant, approved by the City Council in 
Resolution No. _______________ on _______________. 
 
SECTION 8. That the Zoning Map Amendment be further conditioned upon the Applicant’s 
satisfaction of the following conditions proposed by the Planning and Zoning Commission, as 
augmented by staff: 
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CONDITIONS: 
 

1. Unless modified to comply with these conditions, the site shall be developed in substantial 
conformance to the Site Plan as approved by the Inter-Division Staff (IDS) on December 
11, 2015, and as presented to the Planning and Zoning Commission with this Zoning Map 
Amendment request. 
 

2. The proposed structure located along Mikes Pike shall be limited to 4-stories/52-feet in 
height adjacent to the street frontage.  A fifth story, if desired, shall have all residential units 
setback at least 40-feet from the property line.  Elevators and stairwells may encroach into 
the 40-foot setback as necessary.  
 

3. Development shall be limited to two hundred thirty-six (236) units and six hundred sixty-four 
(664) beds.  Any increase to either the number of units or beds must be approved by the 
City Council through the review of a Zoning Map Amendment application. 
 

4. At the time of building permit submittal, the easternmost and westernmost residential 
entrances along Phoenix Avenue shall be modified to incorporate a covered porch element, 
or other similar feature, at the first floor entry to emphasize the pedestrian scale and 
residential character. 
 

5. Prior to building permit submittal, the Developer shall combine Coconino County Assessor 
parcel numbers 100-39-001C, 00-39-010, 100-39-009, 100-39-008, 100-39-001G, 100-39-
002A, and 100-39-011C. 

 
6. The Developer shall provide one hundred (100) additional parking spaces either on-site, 

off-site in a structure, or off-site in a joint public/private structure with the City.  Off-site 
parking shall be located within 600-feet of the Property.  In-lieu of providing the parking 
spaces, the Developer may elect to pay a fee of twenty thousand dollars ($20,000.00) per 
space to the City for use in construction of an off-site public parking structure. 

 
SECTION 9. That City staff is hereby authorized to take such other and further measures and 
actions as are necessary and appropriate to carry out the terms, provisions and intents of this 
Ordinance. 
 
SECTION 10. If any section, subsection, sentence, clause, phrase or portion of this ordinance 
or any part of the code adopted herein by reference is for any reason held to be invalid or 
unconstitutional by the decision of any court of competent jurisdiction, such decision shall not 
affect the validity of the remaining portions thereof. 
 
SECTION 11. This ordinance shall become effective thirty (30) days following adoption by the 
City Council. 
 
PASSED AND ADOPTED by the City Council of the City of Flagstaff this _____ day of 
_______________, 2016. 
 
 
 
 
   
 MAYOR 
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ATTEST: 
 
 
 
  
CITY CLERK 
 
 
APPROVED AS TO FORM: 
 
 
 
  
CITY ATTORNEY 
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Exhibit “A” 
 

Legal Description of Property 
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Exhibit “B” 
 

Legal Description of New T4N.2 Zoning 
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Exhibit “C” 
 

Legal Description of New T5 Zoning 



PZ‐15‐00164 The Hub Development Agreement Proposed Deal Points 
 

The  following deal points are taken directly out of  the approved  impact analyses.   Specifics related  to 
timing and cost have yet to be determined and/or negotiated. 
 
City Agrees: 

1. To participate  in the cost to upgrade water, approximately 340‐feet, and sewer, approximately 
340‐feet, infrastructure not immediately adjacent to the Subject Property. 

 
Developer Agrees: 

1. Providing for management of the project as a Rooming and Boarding Facility. 
2. Participate in the City of Flagstaff Police Department’s Crime Free Multi‐Housing Program. 
3. Traffic mitigation measures including; paying a proportionate share (50%) of the estimated cost 

of constructing a new 4‐leg traffic signal at the  intersection of Franklin and San Francisco; and, 
paying a proportionate share (50%) of the estimated cost of  improving the pedestrian crossing 
at Butler and Humphreys. 

4. Address the Planning Commissions recommended condition regarding parking. 
5. Construct, at their sole cost and expense, the necessary stormwater infrastructure to serve the 

proposed development. 
6. Elects to utilize and abide by all transect development standards. 
7. Waives Prop207 claim for diminution in value. 
8. Agrees  to use  their best efforts  in  the  relocation of  the existing historic  structure  to another 

location within the City for use as a bed and breakfast. 



 

 
 

PLANNING AND DEVELOPMENT SERVICES REPORT 

ZONING MAP AMENDMENT 

 

 

PUBLIC HEARING DATE: January 6, 2016 

PZ-15-00164 MEETING DATE: January 13, 2016 

 REPORT BY: Brian J Kulina, AICP 

 

 

REQUEST: 

 

A direct ordinance Zoning Map Amendment request from Core Campus LLC amending the Downtown Regulating Plan 

from the existing T4 Neighborhood 1 (T4N.1) transect to the proposed T5 Main Street (T5) transect located along Mikes 

Pike and containing approximately 1.35 acres, and from the existing T4 Neighborhood 1 (T4N.1) and the T5 Main Street 

(T5) transects to the proposed T4 Neighborhood 2 (T4N.2) transect located along Phoenix Avenue and containing 

approximately 0.29 acres. 

 

STAFF RECOMMENDATION:  

 

Staff recommends the Planning and Zoning Commission forward this Zoning Map Amendment request to the City Council 

with a recommendation for approval subject to the conditions as noted in the Recommendation section of this report. 

 

PRESENT LAND USE: 

 

Commercial, contractor office and storage yard, automotive lube shop, and single-family residential. 

 

PROPOSED LAND USE: 

 

The proposed conditional amendments, combined with two (2) proposed Conditional Use Permit requests and other parcels, 

will allow for the development of a 99 dwelling unit/acre mixed-use multi-family style student housing building consisting of 

236 dwelling units (664 beds) located above and behind approximately 14,096 square feet of commercial uses on 

approximately 2.39 acres. 

 

NEIGHBORHOOD DEVELOPMENT: 

 

 Current Use Transect Zoning Traditional Zoning 

North City of Flagstaff Phoenix Storage 

Building, NAIPTA Transfer Station, 

Flagstaff Bicycle Revolution, 

Pizzicletta 

T5 Main Street (T5) Commercial Service (CS) 

East Flag Tee Factory, Flag Lock, The 

Toasted Owl Café, Enchanted Spas, 

Interactive Humanics, Inc., Agassiz 

Landscape Group 

T4 Neighborhood 1 Open (T4N.1-O) Commercial Service (CS) 

South Residential duplex, Granny’s Closet 

parking lot, Peoples Mortgage 

T5 Main Street (T5) 

T4 Neighborhood 1 Open (T4N.1-O) 

Commercial Service (CS 

Highway Commercial (HC) 

West Granny’s Closet parking lot, Mike & 

Ronda’s The Place, Brake Masters, 

Ruff’s Sporting Goods 

T5 Main Street (T5) Highway Commercial (HC) 
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REQUIRED FINDINGS: 

 

Staff Review 

 

An application for a Zoning Map amendment shall be submitted to the Planning Director and shall be reviewed and a 

recommendation prepared.  The Planning Director’s recommendation shall be transmitted to the Planning Commission in the 

form of a staff report prior to a scheduled public hearing.  The recommendation shall include: an evaluation of the 

consistency and conformance of the proposed amendment with the goals of the General Plan and any applicable specific 

plans; the grounds for the recommendation based on the standards and purposes of the zones set forth in Section 10-40.20 

(Establishment of Zones) of the Zoning Code (Page 40.20-1); and, whether the amendment should be granted, granted with 

conditions to mitigate anticipated impacts caused by the proposed development, or denied. 

 

Finding for Reviewing Proposed Amendments 

 

Proposed amendments shall be evaluated based on the following findings: the proposed amendment is consistent with and 

conforms to the goals of the General Plan and any applicable specific plans; the proposed amendment will not be detrimental 

to the public interest, health, safety, convenience, or welfare of the City of Flagstaff (the “City”) and will add to the public 

good as described in the General Plan; and, the affected site is physically suitable in terms of design, location, shape, size, 

operating characteristics and the provision of public and emergency vehicle access, public services, and utilities, to ensure 

that the requested zone designation and the proposed or anticipated uses and/or development will not endanger, jeopardize, 

or otherwise constitute a hazard to the property or improvements in the vicinity in which the property is located.  If the 

application is not consistent with the General Plan and any other applicable specific plan, the applicable plan must be 

amended in compliance with the procedures established in Chapter 11-10 of the City Code (Title 11: General Plans and 

Subdivisions) prior to considering the proposed amendment. 

 

STAFF REVIEW: 

 

Introduction/Background 

 

Core Campus LLC (the “Developer”) is requesting a direct ordinance Zoning Map Amendment amending the Downtown 

Regulating Plan as follows: (1) from the existing T4 Neighborhood 1 (T4N.1) transect to the proposed T5 Main Street (T5) 

transect to allow for ground floor commercial uses and establish a 5-floor maximum building height, located along Mikes 

Pike and containing approximately 1.35 acres; and, (2) from the existing T4 Neighborhood 1 (T4N.1) and the T5 Main Street 

(T5) transects to the proposed T4 Neighborhood 2 (T4N.2) transect to allow for ground floor residential uses and establish a 

4-floor maximum building height, located along Phoenix Avenue and containing approximately 0.29 acres.  This proposed 

conditional amendment, combined with two (2) proposed Conditional Use Permit requests and other entitled parcels, will 

allow for the development of a 99 dwelling unit/acre mixed-use multi-family style student housing building consisting of 236 

dwelling units (664 beds) located above and behind approximately 14,096 square feet of commercial uses on approximately 

2.39 acres generally located at 17 S Mikes Pike (the “Subject Property”).  The Subject Property is currently developed with a 

mixture of uses including commercial, contractor office and storage yard, automotive lube shop, and single-family 

residential.  There are no natural resources (rural floodplain, slope, or forest) on-site.  For additional information regarding 

the characteristics of the site and reason for the request, please reference the attached Rezone Narrative. 

 

Land use north of the Subject Property is light industrial including the City of Flagstaff Phoenix Storage building and the 

Northern Arizona Intergovernmental Public Transportation Authority (“NAIPTA”) transfer stations.  Land uses to the east of 

the Subject Property are a mixture of commercial and service including restaurant, retail, and office.  Land uses to the south 

of the Subject Property are primarily retail/service and a residential duplex.  Land uses to the west of the Subject Property is 

commercial/service including restaurant, retail, office, and automotive repair. 

 

If the proposed Zoning Map Amendment request is approved, including the two (2) proposed Conditional Use Permit 
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requests, the next steps in the development process will be Civil Improvement Plan submittal and Building Plan submittal.  

Development Agreement deal points between the City and the Development, a copy of which is attached to this report, have 

been drafted to address required off-site infrastructure improvements (i.e. stormwater, traffic, and pedestrian crossing of 

Butler Avenue), project management, good neighbor responsibilities, transect zone election, and Prop207 waiver.  The 

Development Agreement must be approved by the City Council via a resolution prior to the second reading of the Zoning 

Map Amendment ordinance.  The proposed development encompasses seven (7) separately identified parcels (APN’s 100-

39-001C, 00-39-010, 100-39-009, 100-39-008, 100-39-001G, 100-39-002A, and 100-39-011C).  All of parcels 100-39-010, 

100-39-003, 100-09-008, and portions of parcel 100-39-001C, 100-39-001G, and 100-39-002A are subject to the proposed 

Zoning Map Amendment; however, all parcels within the proposed development were analyzed for conformance to existing 

and proposed development standards.  As a condition of approval, all parcels must be combined into one parcel prior to 

building permit submittal. 

 

Proposed Development Concept Plans 

 

The Developer is requesting this Zoning Map Amendment, along with two (2) proposed Conditional Use Permits parcels, 

for the development of a 99 dwelling unit/acre mixed-use multi-family style student housing building consisting of 236 

dwelling units (664 beds) located above and behind approximately 14,096 square feet of commercial uses known as The 

Hub Flagstaff.  This is a direct ordinance Zoning Map Amendment wherein the associated site plan has been reviewed 

and approved by the Inter-Division Staff (“IDS”) team prior to Zoning Map Amendment application submittal.  The site 

plan for The Hub was approved by IDS on December 11, 2015 subject to successfully obtaining approval of the Zoning 

Map Amendment and Conditional Use Permit requests. 

 

General Plan – Flagstaff Regional Plan 2030 

 

The Flagstaff Regional Plan 2030 (the “Regional Plan”) identifies the Subject Property as having a land use designation of 

Urban and as being located within two (2) Urban Activity Centers and within a Transform – Urban transition area.  A 

Regional Plan Amendment to change the either land use designation, activity center, or transition area in order to 

accommodate the proposed development is not required.  This development, and the corresponding Zoning Map 

Amendment, utilizes the transect zones identified on the Downtown Regulating Plan, which is a part of the City of Flagstaff 

Zoning Map.  The transect zoning contemplated by this Zoning Map Amendment request is in conformance with the existing 

land use designation; however, all Zoning Map Amendment requests must be evaluated for consistency and conformance 

with the goals and policies of the Regional Plan. 

 

The two transect zones contemplated in this Zoning Map Amendment request is the T4 Neighborhood 2 (T4N.2) zone and 

the T5 Main Street (T5) zone.  In accordance with Section 10-40.40.080.A of the Zoning Code (Page 40.40-31), the intent of 

the T4 Neighborhood 2 (T4N.2) transect zone is to create new walkable urban neighborhoods that are in character with 

Flagstaff’s older neighborhoods in combination with other transect zones.  In accordance with Section 10-40.40.090.A of the 

Zoning Code (Page 40.40-37), the intent of the T5 Main Street (T5) transect zone is to reinforce the vitality of the downtown 

area adjacent to the core, to allow it to expand and evolve, and to provide an appropriate transition into existing 

neighborhoods. 

 

Applicable General Plan Goals and Policies 

Staff has identified 66 Regional Plan Goals and Policies that could be applied to support or not support the proposed Zoning 

Map Amendment.  For reference, a list of those policies is attached to this report.  The following Goals and Policies have 

been selected for further analysis based on feedback received from the community during the review of the associated site 

plan: 

 

Land Use 

Policy CC.3.1. Encourage neighborhood design to be respectful of traditional development patterns and enhance the 

overall community image.  (Regional Plan, Page VIII-23) 
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Policy LU.5.3. Promote compact development appropriate to and within the context of each type: urban, suburban, and 

rural.  (Regional Plan, Page IX-31) 

Policy LU.5.5. Plan for and promote compact commercial development at activity centers with mixed uses, allowing for 

efficient multi-modal transit options and infrastructure.  (Regional Plan, Page IX-32) 

Policy LU.7.1. Concentrate urban development in locations that use land efficiently, and are served by roads, water, 

sewer, and other public facilities and services, and that support transit, reduced vehicle trips, and conservation of 

energy and water.  (Regional Plan, Page IX-32) 

Policy LU.18.6. Support increased densities within activity centers and corridors.  (Regional Plan, Page IX-68) 

Policy NH.1.2. Respect traditions, identifiable styles, proportions, streetscapes, relationships between buildings, yards, 

and roadways; and, use historically appropriate and compatible building and structural materials when making 

changes to existing neighborhoods, especially in historic neighborhoods.   (Regional Plan, Page XIII-9) 

Policy NH.2.3. Continue the tradition of multi-story, multi-use buildings to maintain and increase a stable, mixed-

income residential population when planning new structures in the downtown and Southside neighborhoods.  (Regional 

Plan, Page XIII-9) 

 

Infill and Redevelopment 

Policy LU.1.3. Promote reinvestment at the neighborhood scale to include infill of vacant parcels, redevelopment of 

underutilized properties, aesthetic improvements to public spaces, remodeling of existing buildings and steetscapes, 

maintaining selected appropriate public spaces, and programs for the benefit and improvement of the local residents.  

(Regional Plan, Page IX-25) 

Policy LU.5.2. Promote infill development over peripheral expansion to conserve environmental resources, spur 

economic investments, and reduce the cost of providing infrastructure and services.  (Regional Plan, Page IX-31) 

Policy NH.6.1. Promote quality redevelopment and infill projects that are contextual with surrounding neighborhoods. 

When planning for redevelopment, the needs of existing residents should be addressed as early as possible in the 

development process.  (Regional Plan, Page XIII-10) 

 

Transportation and Parking 

Policy T.1.8. Plan for development to provide on-site, publicly-owned transportation improvements and provide 

adequate parking.  (Regional Plan, Page X-6) 

Policy T.3.4. Actively manage parking, including cost and supply, to support land use, transportation, and economic 

development goals.  (Regional Plan, Page X-9) 

 

Goal/Policy Analysis 

 

Land Use 

Land use policies encourage compact development, focused at activity centers with increased densities, that is respectful of 

traditional development patterns, uses land efficiently, supports transit and reduced vehicle trips, within multi-story multi-use 

buildings.  The proposed Zoning Map Amendment, along with other entitlements, will enable the Subject Property to be 

developed as a mixed-use multi-family style student housing building consisting of 236 dwelling units (664 beds) located 

above and behind approximately 14,096 square feet of commercial uses on approximately 2.39 acres.  The Subject Property 

is located within two urban activity  centers (U1 – Downtown and U8 – Milton/Butler), which calls for densities of 8 

dwelling units/acre or more with Floor Area Ratio (FAR) of 1.0 or more.  At 99 dwelling units/acres with a Floor Area Ratio 

(FAR) of 3.54, this would become the most dense/intense buildings in the city.  However, the density and intensity of the 

development is achieved through the utilization of a compact land use pattern.  The Subject Property is located adjacent to 

the Northern Arizona Intergovernmental Transportation Authority (NAIPTA) transfer station, which will provide immediate 

access to the city-wide transit network.  In addition to the services  provided on-site, the Subject Property is located within 

walking distance to a range of businesses that service the everyday needs of the proposed population.  Compact development 

and land efficiency is further supported through the site design, which enhances the public realm by practicing “building 

forward” and locating the buildings adjacent to the public right-of-way.  While the architectural style of the buildings follows 

a theme found locally and within the region, it has become apparent that the proposed bulk and mass of the building adjacent 
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to Mikes Pike is not fully compatible with the exiting neighborhood.  As such, staff supports the addition of a condition of 

approval that would limit building height adjacent to Mikes Pike to 4-stores/52-feet, which partially addresses the 

relationship of the building to the neighborhood while acknowledging existing development rights that allow redevelopment 

of adjacent parcels at 3 ½-stories using transect zoning and 5-stories using traditional commercial zoning.  While this 

condition would result in the removal of 7-dwelling units and 21 beds from the development, it would establish a potential 

development pattern from Milton Road to Beaver Street in that building height, utilizing the transect development standards, 

would transition from 4-stories, to 5-stories, to 4-stories, to 3 ½-stories, and back to 5-stories, respectively. 

 

Infill and Redevelopment 

In conjunction with land use policies, infill and redevelopment policies promote development that is contextual with 

surrounding neighborhoods, addresses the needs of existing residents, reduces the cost of providing infrastructure and 

services, and promotes reinvestment at the neighborhood scale.  Map 20 of the Regional Plan (Page IX-23) identifies the 

Subject Property as being located within a Transform – Urban reinvestment area.  In accordance with the Regional Plan 

(Page IX-19), redevelopment is when new development replaces outdated and underutilized development.  The proposed 

Zoning Map Amendment, combined with other entitlements, will enable to Subject Property to be redeveloped with 

commercial uses along the ground floor adjacent to Mikes Pike, in order to enhance the commercial character of the street, 

and residential uses on the ground floor adjacent to Phoenix Avenue, in order to establish a desired pattern of development 

(i.e. residential internal to the block with commercial on either end).  Improvements to the streetscape include the addition of 

curb, gutter, larger sidewalks, and parkway along all three street frontages.  Existing infrastructure, while adequate to serve 

the proposed development, is aging and will be upgraded in size and material, which will attract other potential 

redevelopment opportunities in the area.  To address the needs of existing residents, the Developer conducted a total of 5 

neighborhood meetings, 4 before the filing of the Zoning Map Amendment, to present the proposal to the community and 

gain feedback.  As a result of those meetings, staff has crafted conditions of approval that will shape the project to be more 

contextual with the surrounding neighborhood as it exists today and as it could redevelop in the future. 

 

Transportation and Parking 

Applicable transportation policies address the need for development to plan for adequate parking and manage that parking to 

support the associated land uses.  Transect parking standards are based on an established nationwide standard that is then 

calibrated to the local condition.  The local condition takes into account the availability of on-street parking, publicly owned 

parking, and the potential for shared parking between on-site uses.  Unlike traditional parking standards, which establishes 

specific standards for specific uses (i.e. market rate housing, affordable housing, institutional residential, rooming and 

boarding, etc.), transect parking standards are more broad in nature (i.e. residential, commercial).  Using the transect 

standards, the development is required to provide a minimum of 198 parking spaces.  The Developer is proposing 231 on-site 

parking spaces with 204 provided within an enclosed parking garage and 27 provided on-street.  This translates to 

approximately 31% of proposed beds having a dedicated on-site parking space within the garage.  Under the traditional 

parking standards, 100% of the beds would have a dedicated parking space.  While it has been contended that providing 

additional parking on-site is prohibited by the Zoning Code, an interpretation by the Zoning Code Administrator clarifies that 

limitation on the maximum number of parking spaces identified in Section 10-50.80.040.C.1 of the Zoning Code (Page 

50.80-5) applies only to surface parking lots.  Parking within a structure is exempt from this standard.  The proposed 

development complies with the parking standards of the Zoning Code and, based on the managing of the parking by the 

Developer, complies with the Regional Plan.  A Traffic Impact Analysis (TIA) was prepared by the Developer to 

demonstrate the anticipated traffic volumes generated from the proposed development.  The City Traffic Engineer reviewed 

the site plan and TIA and subsequently accepted the results subject to 2 condition outlined in the Traffic and Access section 

of this report. 

 

Many of the Goals and Policies identified above, and those identified on the attached Applicable Goals and Policies list, 

could be argued in support and nonsupport of the proposed Zoning Map Amendment depending upon the individual 

perspective taken.  In order to provide a thorough analysis, a holistic approach to the Goals and Policies must be taken.  

When that happens, it is found that the Regional Plan supports targeted infill and redevelopment in compact urban form.  

Urban Activity Center, especially existing ones like the two encompassing the Subject Property, have the highest 
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concentration of density/intensity and greatest potential for redevelopment.  They offer ideal locations of optimal transit 

connectivity, increased pedestrian and bicycle use, and infrastructure improvements.  The Regional Plan (Page IX-63) states 

“activity centers around Northern Arizona University could also meet the demand for more multi-family housing units, and 

student-oriented services and goods.” 

 

Specific Plan – The Southside 2005 Plan 

 

The Southside 2005 Plan (the “Plan”) was accepted by the City Council on May 3, 2005.  The purpose of the Plan is as a 

guide to make policy and future planning decisions for the neighborhood and to recommend a variety of strategies that 

respond to the issues and changes the area is facing.  The Plan identifies underutilized sites that may be empty, deserted, 

have little building area, or be a critical site that can act as a catalyst to development and investment.  Those portions of 

the Subject Property fronting Mikes Pike and Phoenix Avenue are identified in the Plan as underutilized sites with the 

Mikes Pike area specifically identified as being used for semi-industrial uses currently with many empty building.  The 

proposed Zoning Map Amendment furthers the redevelopment of the underutilized land by permitting commercial uses 

along Mikes Pike, the original alignment of Route 66 and a historically commercial street.  The Plan established 

aspirational development standards for the Subject Property, including, a maximum building height of 60-feet, building 

facades along streets limited to 2-stories or 30-feet, whichever is less, and additional stories stepped back a minimum of 

10-feet from the façade below.  These standards were a tool in the creation of the transect standards.  While the proposed 

development does not abide by the 2-stories/30-feet building height adjacent to the street, the building is, with the 

approval of this Zoning Map Amendment and the conditions of approval, terraced from 4- to 5-stories along all frontages. 

 With the redevelopment of the surrounding properties, this terracing will provide the transition in building form that was 

anticipated in the Plan. 

 

Zoning – City of Flagstaff Zoning Code 

 

The City of Flagstaff Zoning Code (the “Zoning Code”), which was adopted in November 2011, identifies the Subject 

Property as being within the Highway Commercial (HC) and the Commercial Services (CS) zone.  In addition, the 

Downtown Regulating Plan, which is a part of the Zoning Map, identifies the Subject Property as being within the T5 Main 

Street and T4 Neighborhood 1 – Open (T4N.1-O) transect zones.  The Developer must elect to utilize transect development 

standards through the execution of a Transect Zone Form, which will be attached to the Development Agreement as an 

exhibit and recorded against the Subject Property.  The proposed use of the Subject Property is as a mixed-use multi-family 

style student housing development.  Section 10-80.20.180 of the Zoning Code (Page 80.20-66) defines Rooming and 

Boarding Facility as “a residence or dwelling, other than a hotel, wherein three or more rooms are rented to individuals 

under separate rental agreements or leases, either written or oral, including dormitories, single room occupancy, fraternities 

and sororities.”  Traditional student housing developments are leased on a per-bed basis and, therefore, meet the Rooming 

and Boarding Facility definition and are classified as such.  In accordance with Sections 10-40.40.090.I and 10-40.40.070.I 

of the Zoning Code (Pages 40.40-41 and 40-40.29, respectively), development of a Rooming and Boarding Facility is a 

permitted use within the existing T5 Main Street (T5) and T4 Neighborhood 1 – Open (T4N.1-O) transect zones subject to 

the issuance of a Conditional Use Permit by the Planning and Zoning Commission and conformance to the transect zone 

development standards (i.e. building placement, building form, encroachments and frontage types, parking, etc.) and specific 

building type standards.  The proposed Zoning Map Amendment would amend the Downtown Regulating Plan by rezoning 

portions of the Subject Property from the existing T4 Neighborhood 1 – Open (T4N.1-O) transect to the proposed T5 Main 

Street (T5) transect located along Mikes Pike and containing approximately 1.35 acres, and from the existing T4 

Neighborhood 1 – Open (T4N.1-O) and the T5 Main Street (T5) transects to the proposed T4 Neighborhood 2 (T4N.2) 

transect located along Phoenix Avenue and containing approximately 0.29 acres.  The primary reasons for the requested 

Zoning Map Amendment is to allow for ground floor commercial uses and establish a 5-floor maximum building height 

along Mikes Pike, and to allow for ground floor residential uses and establish a 4-floor maximum building height along 

Phoenix Avenue.  A comparison of the development standards for the current and proposed zoning can be found under the 

“Building Form and Density Standards” subsection of this report. 
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As previously mentioned, the proposed development encompasses seven (7) individual parcels.  The following subsections 

will discuss how the overall development meets, or exceeds, the minimum development standards associated with the T5 

Main Street (T5) and T4 Neighborhood 2 (T4N.2) transect zones. 

 

Open Space and Civic Space 

In accordance with Section 10-30.60.060.C of the Zoning Code (Page 30.60-11), open spaces, civic spaces, and outdoor 

public spaces within transect zones shall be located and sized according to the standards established in Sections 10-

30.80.050 and 10-30.80.060 of the Zoning Code (Page 30.80-8).  In accordance with Section 10-30.80.060.B.1.a of the 

Zoning Code (Page 30.80-9), civic space within infill transect developments should be assigned based on community need.  

The Subject Property, according to the Flagstaff Regional Plan 2030, is located within the periphery of 2 activity center 

pedestrian sheds.  As such, it is not conducive to the activation of the activity center by placing large amounts of civic space 

at the periphery; however, this does not completely eliminate the requirement for the development to provide some level of 

civic space.  Based on the urban form achieved, civic space is provided adjacent to the commercial storefronts in areas that 

can be utilized for outdoor cafes and along Phoenix Avenue in pockets of landscaped area between the building façade.  

Open space for the residents is provided in a large internal courtyard, which is more fully discussed in the Parks and 

Recreation section. 

 

Building Form and Density Standards 

As previously mentioned, the primary reasons for the requested Zoning Map Amendment is to allow for ground floor 

commercial uses and establish a 5-floor maximum building height along Mikes Pike, and to allow for ground floor 

residential uses and establish a 4-floor maximum building height along Phoenix Avenue.  Building height within transect 

zones is governed by both the total number of stories and the overall height.  Table 1 below outlines and compares 

development standards for the existing and proposed transect zones.  For comparison, Table 2 summarizes the development 

standards of the underlying traditional zoning. 

 

Table 1 – Comparison of Development Standards (Transect) 

Standards 

Phoenix Avenue Mikes Pike 

Existing 

T4N1-O 

Existing 

T5 

Proposed 

T4N.2 

Existing 

T4N.1 – O 

Proposed 

T5 

Maximum 

Building Height 

(feet) 

45 64 52 45 64 

Maximum 

Building Height 

(stories) 

3-1/2 max 
2 min 

5max 
4 max 3-1/2 max 

2 min 

5max 

Maximum 

Coverage 
60% 80%* 80% 60% 80%* 

Building 

Placement 
     

Setbacks (feet, 

min/max) 

Front – 15/30 

Street Side – 

10/15 

Side – 5/15 

Rear – 15 

Front – 2/2 

Street Side – 2/2 

Side – 0/24 

Rear – 3 

Front – 5/12 

Street Side – 

10/15 

Side – 3 

Rear – 3 

Front – 15/30 

Street Side – 

10/15 

Side – 5/15 

Rear – 15 

Front – 2/2 

Street Side – 2/2 

Side – 0/24 

Rear – 3 

Min Front 

Façade w/n 

Façade Zone 

50% 
Front – 80% 

Street Side – 60% 
50% 50% 

Front – 80% 

Street Side – 60% 

*100% lot coverage permitted with approval of Conditional Use Permit. 
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Table 2 – Development Standards (Traditional) 

Standards Commercial Service (CS) Zone Highway Commercial (HC) Zone 

Maximum Building Height (feet) 
65 (with a pitched roof of 6:12 or 

greater) 

65 (with a pitched roof of 6:12 or 

greater) 

Maximum Coverage 2.0 Floor Area Ratio (FAR) 3.0 Floor Area Ratio (FAR) 

Minimum Setbacks (feet)*   

Front (feet) 0 0 

Side (feet) 

15 (adjacent to residential) 

0 (all other uses) 

10 (exterior) 

15 (adjacent to residential) 

0 (all other uses) 

10 (exterior) 

Rear (feet) 
15 (adjacent to residential) 

0 (all other uses) 

15 (adjacent to residential) 

0 (all other uses) 

Minimum Open Space 

15 (when part of mixed-use 

development or planned residential 

development) 

15 (when part of mixed-use 

development or planned residential 

development) 

 

The maximum permitted building height within the T4 Neighborhood 2 (T4N.2) transect zone is 4-stories/52-feet.  The 

maximum permitted building height within the T5 Main Street (T5) transect zone is 5-stories/64-feet.  The 5-foot building 

height bonus for providing structures with a roof pitch greater than 6:12 is not applicable to development with transect zones. 

The maximum building height proposed is 4-stories/49-feet stepping back to 5-stories/54-feet along Milton Road, 4-

stories/49-feet  stepping back to 5-stories/64-feet along Phoenix Avenue, and 5-stories/64-feet along Mikes Pike.  The 

proposed building height are in conformance with the standards of the on-site transect zones; however, the relationship of the 

development to the Southside neighborhood, and, specifically, the properties to the east of Mikes Pike, which have a transect 

designation of T4 Neighborhood 1 – Open (T4N.1-O) with a maximum building height of 3 ½-stories/45-feet, could be 

improved.  Staff would, therefore, recommend that a condition be placed on the Zoning Map Amendment request limiting 

building height immediately adjacent to Mikes Pike to 4-stores/52-feet.  While this would result in the removal of 7 dwelling 

units and 21 beds from the development, it would establish a potential development pattern from Milton Road to Beaver 

Street in that building height, utilizing the transect development standards, would transition from 4-stories, to 5-stories, to 4-

stories, to 3 ½-stories, and back to 5-stories, respectively. 

 

An incentive for development within transect zones is no established density or Floor Area Ratio (FAR) maximums.  For 

comparison purposes, the maximum established density of the High Density Residential (HR) zone is 29 dwelling units/acre 

and the maximum established Floor Area Ratio (FAR) for the Highway Commercial (HC) zone is 3.0.  With a total building 

square footage of 368,233 (including commercial, residential, and parking), a dwelling unit count of 236, and a site area of 

2.39 acres, the proposed development has an Floor Area Ratio (FAR) of 3.54, and a density of 99 dwelling units/acres.   

 

The Subject Property has three street frontages; Mikes Pike, Phoenix Avenue, and Milton Road.  Regardless of any 

additional setback that may required to comply with established landscape buffers and floodplain requirements, the setbacks 

established by the Zoning Code and applied to the development of this site are as follows: 2-foot along Mikes Pike and 

Milton Road; 5-foot along Phoenix Avenue ; 4-foot adjacent to Mother Road Brewing Company/Flagstaff Bicycle 

Revolution/Pizzicletta; 10-foot adjacent to Ruff’s Sporting Goods/Brake Masters; and, 1-foot adjacent to the Granny’s 

Closet parking lot. 

 

Parking 

Development under transect zone is more focused on building placement and form than development under traditional 

zoning.  The primary incentive given to encourage development within transect zones is a reduction in the required minimum 

parking.  Each transect zone has parking standards uniquely calibrated to that zone and the anticipated building types.  

Unlike the parking standards found in Table 10-50.40.080.A of the Zoning Code (Pages 50.80-6 through 50.80-11), which 

identify parking standards for specific and individual uses, transect parking standards are more broad and assume a certain 
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level of maturity in the urban infrastructure with the availability of public parking and on-street parking regulations, which is 

currently lacking in the neighborhood.  Whereas the proposed Rooming and Boarding Facility use would require 1 parking 

space per bed under traditional parking standards, all residential uses, regardless of density, require 1 parking space per 

studio/1bedroom unit and 2 parking spaces per 2+ bedroom unit within the T4 Neighborhood 2 (T4N.2) transect zone and 1 

parking space per 1,500 square feet of residential development within the T5 Main Street (T5) transect zone.  Parking for 

commercial uses within a transect zone is calculated based on square footage with no parking required for the first 2,000 

square feet of ground floor commercial..  Using this standard, the proposed 14,096 square feet of commercial is required to 

provide 37 off-street parking spaces.  In accordance with Section 10-50.80.050.B.1 of the Zoning Code (Page 50.80-11), 

bicycle parking shall be provided at a minimum of 5% of the required off-street parking spaces.  Table 3 below summarizes 

the off-street parking and bicycle parking requirements under the transect zones.  For comparison, Table 4 summarizes the 

off-street parking and bicycle requirements under traditional zones. 

 

Table 3 – Required Off-Street Parking Calculations (Transect) 

Use Parking Standard Square Feet/No. of Units Parking Required 

Retail Trade/Service 
1/1,000 gsf above first 2,000 

gsf 
14,096 gsf 37 

Residential    

T4N.2 2/2+ bedroom unit 8 units 16 

T5 1/1,500 gsf 218,138 gsf 145 

  Total 198 

Bicycle 5% of required off-street Total 10 

 

Table 4 – Required Off-Street Parking Calculations (Traditional) 

Use Parking Standard Square Feet/No. of Units Parking Required 

General Services 1/300 gsf 14,096 gsf 47 

Rooming & Boarding 1/bed + 1/manager 664 + 1 665 

  Total 712 

Bicycle 5% of required off-street Total 36 

 

Section 10-50.80.040.C.1 of the Zoning Code (Page 50.80-5) limits the number of off-street parking spaces provided to 5% 

above the required minimum for developments over 10,000 square feet in floor area or containing 25 or more residential 

units.  In accordance with an interpretation made by the Zoning Code Administrator, a copy of which is attached to this 

report, this standard only applies to surface parking lots.  Parking provided within a structure can exceed the minimum 

requirement without limitation.  In accordance with Section 10-50.80.040.B.4 of the Zoning Code (Page 50.80-5), on-street 

parking located along the frontage of a parcel may count towards the required residential guest parking and commercial use 

parking requirements within transect zones.  Table 5 below summarizes the provided parking. 

 

Table 5 – Provided Parking 

Use Parking Required Parking Provided 

Retail/Service 37 27 (On-Street) 

Residential 162 204 (Garage) 

 Total 231 

 

The provided level of parking complies with the parking requirements of the Zoning Code; however, staff has come concern 

over the viability of the commercial space along Milton Road without dedicated parking adjacent to the building.  Staff 

recommends that the Developer negotiate a shared parking agreement with the adjacent land uses (Peoples Mortgage, 

Granny’s Closet, Brake Masters, and Ruff’s Sporting Goods) to ensure the success of any future commercial use. 
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Design Review 

 

Site Planning Standards 

The site analysis standards found in Section 10-30.60.030 of the Zoning Code (Page 30.60-2) are generally not applied to the 

redevelopment of existing sites.  However, the principles, including  consideration for the topography of the site, solar 

orientation, existing/native vegetation types and relative quality, view corridors, climate, subsurface conditions, drainage 

swales and stream corridor, and the built environment and land use context are applied during site plan review. 

 

Pedestrian and Bicycle Circulation Systems 

Pedestrian access to the site is provided from Mikes Pike, Milton Road, and Phoenix Avenue.  Pedestrian circulation is 

provided around the site through a network of sidewalks providing connections between several key elements, including 

residential and commercial building entrances, and the parking garage.  In addition, they provide off-site connections to the 

adjacent public services, which can be used to access nearby transit stops and other non-residential uses.  Internal circulation 

is provided through a series of internal hallways and corridors. 

 

While there is no dedicated on-site bicycle circulation system, bicycles can utilize the adjacent pedestrian system to gain 

access to residential and commercial building entrances, bicycle parking areas, and the adjoining public sidewalks and bike 

lanes.  In accordance with Section 10-30.60.040.A.3.c of the Zoning Code (Page 30.60-7) and Section 10-50.80.050 of the 

Zoning Code (Page 50.80-11), 140 bicycle parking spaces are being provided on-site. 

 

Parking Lots, Driveways, and Service Areas 

In accordance with Section 10-50.80.020.A.1 of the Zoning Code (Page 50.90-1), all new development shall be required to 

provide off-street parking.  As previously discussed, the calculation for the required number of off-street parking spaces to be 

provided is based on the use of the site.  As such, 231 parking spaces are being provided on-site, the majority of which, 204, 

are located within an internal parking garage with access from Mikes Pike.  The remaining 27 parking spaces are provided as 

on-street parking, which is permitted to count towards the required residential guest parking and commercial use parking 

requirements in accordance with Section 10-50.80.040.B.4 of the Zoning Code (Page 50.80-5). 

 

Design standards require new development to minimize the number of curb cuts (i.e. driveways) onto a public street.  

Currently, access to the Subject Property is provided by 3 existing curb cuts on Mikes Pike, 3 existing curb cuts on Phoenix 

Avenue, and 2 existing curb cuts on Milton Road.  The Developer proposes to reduce the curb cuts to 1, on Mikes Pike, 

which will be used to access the internal parking garage. 

 

The site plan identifies 2 trash rooms with the parking garage.  Public Woks staff as worked with the Developer to ensure 

that the resulting trash enclosures meet the City standards for operation. 

 

Compatibility and Architectural Design Standards 

“Scale” refers to similar or harmonious proportions, overall height and width, the visual intensity of the development, and 

the building massing.  The proposed development, at four and five stories, would be the tallest structures in the immediate 

area but it would not be as tall as the Drury Inn (6-stories/71-feet) located at the intersection of Milton Road and Butler 

Avenue/Clay Avenue.  While the T5 Main Street (T5) transect zone allows for a maximum building height of 5-stories/64-

feet and the T4 Neighborhood 2 (T4N.2) transect zone allows for a maximum building height of 4-stories/52-feet, taken in 

context to other existing structures in the area and the existing character of the neighborhood, this development has the 

potential to be out of character based on today’s standards, but in character, given the proposed condition to reduce building 

height along Mikes Pike, with the potential redevelopment of the area to the north, which is currently zoned Commercial 

Service (CS) and T5 Main Street (T5), to east, which is currently zoned Commercial Service (CS) and T4 Neighborhood 1 – 

Open (T4N.1-O), and to the west, which is currently zoned Highway Commercial (HC).  Based on this, it is staff’s 

recommendation that a condition of approval be placed on the proposed Zoning Map Amendment to limit building height to 

4-stories/52-feet along Mikes Pike adjacent to the street frontage.  Additional stories may be achieved provided they are 

setback at least 40-feet from the property line. 
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In accordance with Section 10-40-40.080.A of the Zoning Code (Page 40.40-31), residential is the primary use type within 

the T4 Neighborhood 2 (T4N.2) zone.  To reinforce this use, buildings should be designed to a residential character with a 

stoop, porch, or forecourt presenting to the street at the pedestrian level.  The primary entrances in the middle of the building 

along Phoenix Avenue are highlighted by stoops, porches, and landscaping.  Conversely, the easternmost and westernmost 

entrances lack a distinguishing entry feature.  To that, staff is proposing a conditional of approval to incorporate a covered 

porch, or other similar feature, into the design at the time of building permit submittal. 

 

During the review of the site plan, architectural design standards such as building materials, massing, roof form, and scale 

were applied and approved by staff.  Additional information regarding the architectural design of the building can be found 

on the elevations attached to this report.  Staff will confirm that any secondary materials and accent colors comprise less than 

25 percent of the exterior walls of each elevation during the review of a more detailed site plan submittal. 

 

Signage 

 

Signage is not included in the review of either the site plan or this Zoning Map Amendment.  All signage will be reviewed 

and approved under a separate sign permit prior to installation on-site.  Signage must comply with the standards established 

in Section 10-50.100 of the Zoning Code (Page 50.100-1), including commercial building mounted signage limited in 

mounting height to 25-feet and multi-family residential building mounted signage limited in mounting height to 4-feet. 

 

Landscaping 

 

A preliminary landscape plan, a copy of which is attached to this report, was approved by IDS with the site plan application 

and meets the general intent of the public right-of-way landscaping, open space landscaping, and landscape screening 

standards found within Section 10-50.60 of the Zoning Code (Page 50.60-1).  Staff will ensure that landscaping meets City 

standards during the review of more a more detailed improvement plan submittal. 

 

Affordable Housing 

 

The proposed Zoning Map Amendment provides certain entitlements to the Subject Property including an increase in 

possible density as a result of the increase in permitted building height.  When an application requests an increase in density, 

it has been a standing policy of the City Council to request that 10% of the proposed dwelling units be developed as 

affordable housing units.  Understanding this policy and the impacts in the affordable housing stock created by the proposed 

development, the City approached the Developer about either providing for or contributing to affordable housing.  To date, 

the Developer has not agreed to an affordable housing contribution 

 

Crime Fee Multi-Housing Program 

 

It is the understanding of staff that the Developer has met with the City of Flagstaff Police Department and has agreed to 

participate in the department’s Crime Free Multi-Housing Program (CFMHP).  Review of the plans will be necessary at 

building permit review to ensure that specific building features comply with the program.  Memorialization of participation 

will be ensured as part of the Development Agreement. 

 

PUBLIC SYSTEMS IMPACT ANALYSIS: 

 

Traffic and Access 

 

The Subject Property is bound on the north by Phoenix Avenue, on the east by Mikes Pike, and on the west by Milton Road. 

 Vehicular access to the site is provided by all 3 roadways with access to the parking garage provided by Mikes Pike.  

Proposed improvements within the right-of-way include: new curb, gutter, sidewalk, and parkway along all frontages; and, 
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the dedication of right-of-way for a future deceleration and right-turn land on northbound Milton Road to eastbound Phoenix 

Avenue.  It is important to note that Milton Road is under the jurisdiction of the Arizona Department of Transportation 

(ADOT).  As such, ADOT must issue permits for any work performed within their right-of-way in addition to approving any 

plans/studies related to those improvements. 

 

A Traffic Impact Analysis (TIA) was prepared by the Developer to demonstrate the anticipated traffic volumes generated 

from the proposed development.  The City Traffic Engineer reviewed the site plan and TIA and subsequently accepted the 

results subject to the following condition: 

 

1. The Traffic Impact Analysis demonstrates that a traffic signal is not warranted at the intersection of San Francisco and 

Franklin in 2017 background, but is warranted with the site traffic.  In lieu of constructing the signal, the City of 

Flagstaff is requiring the Hub to pay one half of the estimated cost of constructing a new 4-leg signal at this intersection. 

 The total cost of the improvements will be calculated and provided by the City of Flagstaff and used to determine the 

Hub’s proportional share cost, which will be documented in a Development Agreement. 

2. The Traffic Impact Analysis estimates the volume of pedestrians crossing Butler Avenue at Humphreys, during peak 

hour, will increase approximately 100% in 2017, as a result of this development.  Consequently, the pedestrian crossing 

may need to be upgraded in the near future.  In lieu of constructing improvements at this time, the City of Flagstaff is 

requesting that the Hub pay for one half of the estimated cost of these improvements.  The total cost of the 

improvements will be calculated and provided by the City of Flagstaff as used to determine the Hub’s proportional share 

cost, which will be documented in a Development Agreement. 

 

Two methodologies were used to determine the impacts to transportation network: 

 

1. Using trip generation rates from a study performed by the City in 2015 of existing housing developments similar to the 

proposed development estimated traffic impacts were calculated based on the number of parking spaces that are 

proposed (231). 

2. A more conservative approach was also calculated based on the total number of bedrooms that are proposed (665). 

 

When the analysis was complete, there was no noticeable difference in impacts between the high and low scenarios. 

 

Water and Wastewater 

 

Existing waterlines in the area include an 8-inch case iron line located in Phoenix Avenue, a 6-inch cast iron line in 

Mikes Pike, and an 8-inch cast iron line in Milton Road.  Existing public sewer mains in the area include an 8-inch clay 

line located in Mikes Pike, an 8-inch clay line in Phoenix Avenue, and an 8-inch cast iron line in Butler Avenue.  A 

Water and Sewer Impact Analysis (“WSIA”) was prepared by Civil Design & Engineering, Inc. at the request of the City 

Utilities Department.  The analysis concluded that the existing water and sewer system infrastructure in Mikes Pike needs 

to be replaced due to ages, size, and material.  Specifically, the existing waterline will be replaced and upgraded to a 10-

inch PVC pipe and the existing sewer line will be replaced with an 8-inch PCV pipe.  The WSIA indicates that the City 

will participate in the costs associated with the water line improvements not located along the project frontage. The 

upsizing of the waterline is not needed to service the proposed development.  As such, the City of Flagstaff has agreed to 

participate in the additional costs associated with the upsizing, which will be finalized as part of the proposed 

Development Agreement. 

 

Stormwater 

 

Stormwater runoff will be detained in an at-grade detention vault located within the parking garage.  The vault is designed to 

properly reduce the peak on-site discharges with adequate storage for Low Impact Development (LID) volumes and 

rainwater harvesting volumes.  The building is currently located within the FEMA delineated floodplain for the Rio de Flag. 

The Developer has designed the Subject Property to elevate the buildings above the floodplain.  The Stormwater Manager 
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reviewed the site plan, Drainage Impact Analysis, and  Preliminary Drainage Report and it was determined that there are no 

downstream impacts associated with the proposed development; however, the development will require the construction of a 

new 28”x20” arch stormdrain pipe from the Subject Property to an existing concrete culvert in Butler Avenue.  The 

requirement for these improvements will be ensured through the Development Agreement. 

 

Parks and Recreation 

 

The closest City-owned park to the site is Guadalupe Park located approximately 0.4 miles away.  In order to offset the 

impact of the additional residents on the current park system the Developer has proposed a large courtyard/outdoor amenities 

areas within the development.  These amenities will include a pool, 2 hot tubs, outdoor seating area, barbeques, lawn, and 

bocce ball court.  In addition, other amenities will be provided internal to the building.  Staff is confident that the park and 

recreational needs of the residents of the proposed development will be met through these amenities provided on-site and 

offset the impacts generated by the proposed development. 

 

OTHER REQUIREMENTS: 

 

Resources 

 

A Phase 1 Cultural Resource Study was prepared for the Subject Property and it was determined that two significant cultural 

resources were identified in the Direct Area of Potential Effects (APE)—the buildings at 17 and 17 ½ S Mikes Pike.  Twelve 

significant cultural resources were identified in the 1/8-mile Indirect APE—two historic districts and ten individual 

resources.  The project would result in major impacts to the two buildings at 17 and 17 ½ S Mikes Pike located within the 

Direct APE.  The  project would result to significant cultural resources in the Indirect APE would be that of no adverse 

effect.  It was determined, with approval by the Heritage Preservation Commission, that the relocation of the building, in lieu 

of demolition, would be the recommended option.  In either case, a Phase 2 Cultural Resource Study for the two buildings 

was prepared and accepted by the city.  The project has no additional impacts on other sites or buildings of historical or 

cultural significance. 

 

The Subject Property is not located within the Resource Protection Overlay (RPO) zone as defined by Section 10-

50.90.020.A of the Zoning Code (Page 50.90-2).  As such, the standards found within that section are not applicable to the 

proposed development. 

 

Citizen Participation 

 

Public hearings before the Planning and Zoning Commission and the City Council are conducted in conjunction with any 

Zoning Map amendment request.  In accordance with Arizona Revised Statute and City Code, notice of the public hearing 

must be provided by placing an ad in a newspaper of general circulation within the City, posting a notice on the property 

subject to the proposed amendment, and mailing a notice to all property owners within 300-feet of the property subject to the 

proposed amendment.  All notifications must be completed at least 15-days prior to the first schedule public hearing.  In 

order to notice as many people as possible, staff ensured that a notice was: published in the Sunday edition of the Arizona 

Daily Sun; 3 public hearing notice signs were posted on the site (1 on Mikes Pike, 1 on Milton Road, and 1 on Phoenix 

Avenue); and, a notice was mailed to all property owners within 1000-feet of the site, all tenants within 1,000 feet of the site, 

all parties on the Registry of Persons or Groups, and anyone who signed-in at any of the Developer’s previously held 

neighborhood meetings.  A copy of the publication notice, pictures of the postings, a mailing list, and a copy of the mailing 

notice are attached to this report. 

 

As of this writing, staff has received 13 letters and 13 e-mails from interested parties, which can be divided into 2 categories: 

opposed, and support.  Those comments in opposition (25 total) expressed concerns over compatibility, sociological impacts, 

infrastructure, student behavior, neighborhood character, traffic, unsupportable retail, parking, aesthetics, location, views, 

shadow cast, building massing, design, impact on tourism, Northern Arizona University’s problem to address, neighborhood 
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history, student housing, undesirable part of town for students, density, availability of other housing types, and human 

congestion.  The comment in support (1 total) expressed the need for student housing, location, and need.  A table 

summarizing all public comments received to the date of this writing as well as copies of each comment is attached to this 

report. 

 

Section 10-20.30.060 of the Zoning Code (Page 20.30-5) requires the Developer to conduct a neighborhood meeting prior to 

the Planning and Zoning Commission public hearing in accordance with an approved neighborhood meeting plan.  After 

completion of the neighborhood meeting, the Developer must prepare a Record of Proceedings in accordance with Section 

10-20.30.060.F of the Zoning Code (Page 20.30-7).  That record is then presented as part of the report to the Planning and 

Zoning Commission and City Council.  The Neighborhood Meeting Plan, a copy of which is attached to this report, was 

approved by staff on December 3, 2015 and revised on December 29, 2015. 

 

The required neighborhood meeting was conducted on December 21, 2015 at the Pine Forest Charter School located at 1120 

W Kaibab Lane.  The meeting was noticed in accordance with established City standards.  The meeting was conducted in a 

more traditional speaker/audience format with a presentation given by the applicant followed by a question and answer 

(Q&A) session.  The results of the meeting were submitted on December 30, 2015 in a Neighborhood Meeting Report, a 

copy of which is attached to this report.  The meeting was attended by 47 people who signed-in.  Additional people may have 

attended but were not accounted for in the report.  Based on the submitted meeting minutes (Neighborhood Meeting 

Summary Tab F), comments during the Q&A session generally revolved around gaining a better understanding of the 

specifics of proposed development (i.e. number of beds, units, and parking spaces), impacts on the existing infrastructure 

(including traffic and transit), benefits of the project to the neighborhood and city, and plans for the property if the Zoning 

Map Amendment is denied. 

 

DISCUSSION: 

 

In accordance with Section 10-40.40.080.A of the Zoning Code (Page 40.40-31), the intent of the T4 Neighborhood 2 

(T4N.2) transect zone is to create new walkable urban neighborhoods that are in character with Flagstaff’s older 

neighborhoods in combination with other transect zones.  In accordance with Section 10-40.40.090.A of the Zoning Code 

(Page 40.40-37), the intent of the T5 Main Street (T5) transect zone is to reinforce the vitality of the downtown area adjacent 

to the core, to allow it to expand and evolve, and to provide an appropriate transition into existing neighborhoods.  The 

Subject Property is a part of a larger urban area with a highly connected network of walking, biking, and transit with easy 

and convenient connections to Downtown, Northern Arizona University, and daily shopping, services, and employment, 

which supports the proposed increase in density and intensity.  Due to the existing multi-modal transportation network and 

the nature of a student housing development, anticipated increases in vehicular traffic volumes generated from the proposed 

development are minor.  Increases in pedestrian and vehicular traffic will be mitigated prior to building occupancy through 

proportional share contributions to future infrastructure improvements.  Based on the recommended conditions of approval 

altering the relationship between the proposed buildings and the existing neighborhood, the compatibility of a mixed-use 

development with the surrounding existing residential and commercial uses, and the City’s ability to provide public services 

to the proposed development as demonstrated in the Public Systems Impact Analysis section of this report, the rezoning of 

the Subject Property from the existing T4 Neighborhood 1 (T4N.1) transect to the proposed T5 Main Street (T5) transect 

located along Mikes Pike and containing approximately 1.35 acres, and from the existing T4 Neighborhood 1 (T4N.1) and 

the T5 Main Street (T5) transects to the proposed T4 Neighborhood 2 (T4N.2) transect located along Phoenix Avenue and 

containing approximately 0.29 acres is the most logical step to fulfill the redevelopment goals of the Regional Plan and the 

Southside 2005 Plan. 

 

RECOMMENDATION: 

 

Staff believes that the proposed Zoning Map Amendment has been justified and would recommend in favor of amending the 

Downtown Regulating Plan from the existing T4 Neighborhood 1 (T4N.1) transect to the proposed T5 Main Street (T5) 

transect located along Mikes Pike and containing approximately 1.35 acres and, from the existing T4 Neighborhood 1 
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(T4N.1) and the T5 Main Street (T5) transects to the proposed T4 Neighborhood 2 (T4N.2) transect located along Phoenix 

Avenue and containing approximately 0.29 acres, subject to the following conditions: 

 

1. Unless modified to comply with these conditions, the site shall be developed in substantial conformance to the Site 

Plan as approved by the Inter-Division Staff (IDS) on December 11, 2015 and as presented to the Planning and 

Zoning Commission with this Zoning Map Amendment request. 

 

2. The proposed structure located along Mikes Pike shall be limited to 4-stories/52-feet in height adjacent to the street 

frontage.  A fifth story, if desired, shall be setback at least 40-feet from the property line. 

 

3. Development shall be limited to two hundred twenty-nine (229) units and six hundred forty-three (643) beds.  Any 

increase to either the number of units or beds must be approved by the City Council through the review of a Zoning 

Map Amendment application. 

 

4. At the time of building permit submittal, the easternmost and westernmost residential entrances along Phoenix 

Avenue shall be modified to incorporate a covered porch element, or other similar feature, at the first floor entry to 

emphasize the pedestrian scale and residential character. 

 

5. Prior to building permit submittal, the Developer shall combine Coconino County Assessor parcel numbers 100-39-

001C, 00-39-010, 100-39-009, 100-39-008, 100-39-001G, 100-39-002A, and 100-39-011C. 

 

ATTACHMENTS 

 

o Zoning Map Amendment Application with Letter of Authorization 

o Vicinity Map 

o Public Hearing Legal Advertisements 

� Coconino County Assessor’s Parcel map 

� Posting, Publication, and Mailing 

o Public Comment Packet (Summary Table and Letters/E-mails Received) 

o Draft Development Agreement Deal Points 

o Applicable Regional Plan Goals and Policies 

o Zoning Code Interpretation—Parking 

o Rezone Narrative 

o Neighborhood Meeting Plan (Approved December 29, 2015) 

o Neighborhood Meeting Report (Submitted December 30, 2015) 

o Site Plan, Building Material Spec Sheet and Color Renderings, Elevations, Floor Plans, Landscape Plan, Lighting 

Plan, and Civil Grading, Drainage, and Utility Plan 
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Commission.  Any impacts associated with the proposed development on heritage resources 
would be mitigated through the CRS review process. 
 
In addition, an e-mail was received from a Commissioner that requested the following 
information: 
 

1. The total number of beds provided on Northern Arizona University (NAU). 
2. The total number of parking spaces reserved for residential parking on NAU. 
3. Parking standards, if any, for residential development on NAU, Arizona State 

University (ASU), and University of Arizona (UA). 
 
On campus, there are 7,694 beds controlled by NAU and approximately 1,500 additional 
beds controlled by American Campus Communities, a private company.  The total number of 
spaces reserved specifically for on campus residential use is unknown.  However, there are 
approximately 9,200 total parking spaces on campus with approximately 4,800 residential 
parking permits issued.  Neither university (NAU, ASU, or UA) appears to have an 
established parking standard that is applied to the construction of new residential 
rooms/beds.  This becomes evident when considering that many surface parking lots, 
statewide, are being converted to new classroom and/or residential developments without 
associated parking being provided. 
 
As of this writing, staff has received a total of 17 comments from the public regarding the 
proposed Zoning Map Amendment.  A table summarizing those comments, as well as copies 
of the comments themselves, is attached to this memorandum for review. 
 
Should the Commission have any additional questions in advance of the next meeting, 
please do not hesitate to contact me at (928) 213-2613 or via e-mail at 
bkulina@flagstaffaz.gov. 
 
Attachments 

 View Shed Study and Bulk/Mass Study of Existing Zoning and Proposed 
Development 

 Shadow Study 
 Public Comments Summary 
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EXHIBIT 1 - MIKES PIKE ORIGINAL BUILDING ELEVATION
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EXHIBIT 3 - VIEW FROM PHOENIX AVENUE & BEAVER STREET - PROPOSED ZONING
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EXHIBIT 4 - VIEW FROM PHOENIX AVENUE & BEAVER STREET - CURRENT ZONING
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EXHIBIT 5 - VIEW FROM BUTLER AVENUE & MILTON ROAD - PROPOSED ZONING
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EXHIBIT 6 - VIEW FROM BUTLER AVENUE & MILTON ROAD - CURRENT ZONING
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EXHIBIT 7 - VIEW FROM COTTAGE AVENUE & BEAVER STREET - PROPOSED ZONING
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EXHIBIT 8 - VIEW FROM COTTAGE AVENUE & BEAVER STREET - CURRENT ZONING
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EXHIBIT 9 - SHADOW STUDY



The Hub on Campus Flagstaff – Public Comment Summary 
Updated:  01/28/2016 at 12:00pm 

Total:  17  Opposed:  16  Support:  0  Neutral:  1 

No.  Date  Name  Type  Comment(s) 

1  01/13/2016  Nat White  E‐Mail  Opposition – Business deal between City and Developer, traffic, parking, demise of the 
neighborhood, complexity of transect zones, views, snow/ice 

2  01/13/2016  Joseph Walka  E‐Mail  Opposition – Parking, traffic 

3  01/13/2016  Duffie Westheimer  E‐Mail  Opposition – Bicycle ridership in the future, America’s love of cars, parking, traffic, 
bicycle safety 

4  01/14/2016  Diana Thorson  E‐Mail  Opposition – Impact to neighborhood, parking, impact on tourism, not for families, 
student conduct 

5  01/15/2016  Charlie Silver  E‐Mail  Neutral – Requesting counts for comments in support and nonsupport 

6  01/15/2016  Mimi Murov  E‐Mail  Opposition – Fire safety 

7  01/17/2016  Jerry Johnson  E‐Mail  Opposition – Inappropriate, ruin of Downtown, parking, student housing belongs on 
campus 

8  01/18/2016  Victoria VanPuyvelde  E‐Mail  Opposition – Decrease aesthetic value, neighborhood character 

9  01/18/2016  Rob Trathnigg  E‐Mail  Opposition – Visual pollutant, parking, transect zoning not appropriate, does not 
comply with transect purpose 

10  01/20/2016  Leyah Huff  Letter  Opposition – Traffic, parking, neighborhood character 

11  01/26/2016  Walter Salas‐Humara  E‐Mail  Opposition – Architecture, use, type of retail, neighborhood character, traffic, parking, 
impact on rents 

12  01/26/2016  Gisela Kluwin  E‐Mail  Opposition – Scale, neighborhood compatibility, parking, traffic 

13  01/26/2016  Emily Ross  E‐Mail  Opposition – Property values, size, location, traffic, parking 

14  01/26/2016  Janelle Gaun  E‐Mail  Opposition – Property values, parking, aesthetics, density 
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No.  Date  Name  Type  Comment(s) 

15  01/26/2016  Patrick Taylor  E‐Mail  Opposition – Increased crime, student behavior, “for profit college town” 

16  01/27/2016  Kari Maurer  E‐Mail  Opposition – Community compatibility, parking, density, aesthetics, property values 

17  01/28/2016  Richard Fernandez  E‐Mail  Opposition – Location, density, parking, traffic, policing issues, size 
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19         
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Brian Kulina

From: Nat White <white@lowell.edu>
Sent: Wednesday, January 13, 2016 3:34 PM
To: Brian Kulina
Subject: HUB
Attachments: Hub Core Campus.docx

Follow Up Flag: Follow up
Flag Status: Completed

Hi, 
 
Here are some rough thoughts I am sending to staff. 
 
Nat 

P&Z and Staff,          Wednesday, January 13, 2016 

After attending one of the public ‘HUB’ meetings, these are the notes I took from the point of view if I had to make the 
recommendation followed by comments. 

This is a business deal between Core campus and the people of Flagstaff. Staff, P&Z, and Council represent the 
people with the purpose of supporting what the regional plan and various other documents spell out including 
Vision 2020 and various surveys. 

Core, appropriately, sees this as a way to make money by filling a need. 

This particular business decision between Core and the people of Flagstaff should reflect lessons from similar 
projects. It may set the standard for future projects, that is, high, low or medium standard. This not a single 
focused decision but part of the evolution of Flagstaff. 

Therefore, we need to be cautious in the approach and set conditions conservatively with the public, long term 
impacts and costs to the neighborhood and tax payers in mind. We have this one chance because Core’s optimal 
business plan requires some use changes or variations from the city plan. 

Concerns brought up in the public outreach with some of my own thoughts. 

Traffic and particularly parking was one of the biggest concerns. Core said they are meeting the requirements which is 
less parking than units and will set rules and monitor the potential problem. Folks felt those were words with no 
external enforcement and Core admitted if the property sold the rules could be different. 

Encroachment and lack of enforcement of NAU workday parking in the neighborhood is currently a problem and this 
would make it worse. 

Hub would be the beginning of the demise of the neighborhood and there was no south side plan. They see this as a 
piecemeal approach with no long term planning other than high level transect type planning, a concept hard for the 
average person to understand in terms of impact. 

If Core’s hope is to encourage pedestrian traffic over car, why aren’t they partnering in implementing rights of way and 
other encouraging pedestrian facilities? 

Looks are in the eye of the beholder, but building heights permanently affect view sheds and the town image especially 
in this location. 
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Here are some of my thoughts/comments: 

Traffic‐ no left turns on to Milton from Phoenix or off of Milton to Phoenix except for City busses. Traffic designs should 
be such that Phoenix, Beaver, and Humphreys are the main auto route to and from Campus rather than weaving 
through residential areas. That may have traffic control costs. Who pays and how does that affect the current traffic 
circulation and businesses? 

The only sure way to mitigate parking problems is to have enough parking for all units. Parking requirements maybe 
based on a set of city rules, but a set of rules may not meet the needs of special circumstances and locations. Core’s 
good faith approach is to make their own ‘house’ rules which new owners can change and is a step away from city 
control. 

Transect zoning is too course when it effects old neighborhoods. That requires more detailed planning. Therefore, a 
request to change the zoning in itself begins a piecemeal planning process of the south side. 

Pedestrian/bike encouragement requires forethought and facilities. For example, there is no pedestrian access under 
the east side of the underpass and no way to cross if the destination is the library, Wheeler or Thorpe Park. The railroad 
bridge is being used illegally for that access even now and will probably be used more. 

Phoenix between Milton and Mikes Pike will be shaded most of the winter because of building heights causing a danger 
and a maintenance problem for pedestrians, bikes, and motorized vehicles not much different than downtown Aspen 
St.. 

Building height and minimal set back will change the Milton view shed and city image and will also delay sun exposure of 
the sidewalk and road till well after noon in the winter. 

I submitted these comments with the idea of being useful in considering opportunities and impacts. 

Nat White 
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Brian Kulina

From: Mark Sawyers
Sent: Thursday, January 14, 2016 8:58 AM
To: Brian Kulina
Subject: FW: The hub

Follow Up Flag: Follow up
Flag Status: Completed

fyf 
 
‐‐‐‐‐Original Message‐‐‐‐‐ 
From: Joseph Walka [mailto:joseph.walka@nau.edu]  
Sent: Wednesday, January 13, 2016 6:07 PM 
To: Mark Sawyers 
Subject: The hub 
 
As a former P and Z member, I would vote against the Hub as currently proposed. The parking for the project is 
insufficient in an area of high density population. Inadequate attention is being paid to traffic issues as we consider 
various proposed projects. 
Joseph J. Walka 
613 W. Cherry Ave. 
 
Sent from my iPad 
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Brian Kulina

From: Duffie Westheimer <dwestheimer@gmail.com>
Sent: Friday, January 15, 2016 9:59 AM
To: Daniel Folke; Brian Kulina
Subject: important forgotten info

Follow Up Flag: Follow up
Flag Status: Completed

Greetings Dan and Brian, 
In my Commission meeting comments the other evening I forgot to make this very important point that I'd like 
included in the record as another reason the Hub or any similar development is bad for Flagstaff. 

As a cyclist for more than 40 years --touring, commuting as well as recreational riding in many parts of the 
world-- I have seen bicycling in the US wax and wain in popularity a few times.  
 
The point is that although some students may like to ride a bicycle these days it would be irresponsible to 
believe that in ten years, if not in five years, they will still want to ride. Americans love cars more than 
bikes and probably always will. To base development on the idea that students won't have cars (especially 
if they can afford luxury dorms) is naive at best. That assumption is only a profit windfall for the 
developer that makes problems for Flagstaff residents and sucks up COF resources dealing with the 
resulting problems.  
 
Making it difficult to have a car will not eliminate Americans having and using cars.  

I think I said this the other evening but it is worth repeating, more traffic on the roads does not make bicycle use 
increase. Most people do not have the skills and or confidence to ride with traffic, even with a bike lane--bike 
lanes are a problem at every turn--literally.  
 
Also people need to get across town and Butler, as an example, is really not safe to ride on when we have 
snow/ice/cinders, etc. piled up on the right side of the road--pushing bikes in and out of traffic. (We have only 
one car so I ride it anyway but when I have to take the dogs to the vet which I do with a trailer this is a serious 
problem. Even if riding on the sidewalk is illegal it is not even an option because they are covered in uneven 
snow.  
 
In short, as Flag has grown over the past 35 years I've lived and ridden here, riding has not gotten better 
because the amount of traffic has outpaced the available space, moves faster and bikes are always 
considered second-class users on the road.  

I hope these comments are taken into consideration. 
Thanks for your time. 
--Duffie Westheimer 
 
 
On Thu, Jan 14, 2016 at 4:02 PM, Daniel Folke <DFolke@flagstaffaz.gov> wrote: 

Duffie, 

I know Brian replied to you on Monday morning. Please let me know if you are unable to get his reply and 
attachments.  
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Regards. 

Dan Folke 

Planning Director  

City of Flagstaff 

928-213-2630 

From: Brian Kulina  
Sent: Thursday, January 14, 2016 2:00 PM 
To: 'duffie@westheimers.net' <duffie@westheimers.net>; 'dwestheimer@gmail.com' 
<dwestheimer@gmail.com> 
Cc: Mark Landsiedel <MLandsiedel@flagstaffaz.gov>; Daniel Folke <DFolke@flagstaffaz.gov>; Mark 
Sawyers <msawyers@flagstaffaz.gov>; Brian Kulina <BKulina@flagstaffaz.gov> 
Subject: RE: well? 

Ms. Westheimer - 

I received your e-mail and I provided a response. A copy of the responding e-mail is attached for reference. 
Perhaps the size of some of the attachments caused it to be automatically sent to you bulk mail folder. If that 
was not the case, I apologize for you not receiving the response in a timely manner. 

Brian J Kulina, AICP 

Planning Development Manager 

P: (928) 213-2613 | F: (928) 213-2089 

From: Duffie Westheimer [mailto:dwestheimer@gmail.com]  
Sent: Thursday, January 14, 2016 1:39 PM 
To: Brian Kulina 
Subject: well? 

Mr. Kulina, 

I sent an email that would have been in your "box" Monday morning with ten questions relating to zoning in 
general and the Hub in particular. Those were not rhetorical questions. Will you be sending answers, as 
requested? 

Please let me know. 

Thank you, 

Duffie Westheimer 
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--  
Lots of new Lanamals! Look here: http://www.lanamals.com  
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Brian Kulina

From: Diana Thorson <thorsond@commspeed.net>
Sent: Thursday, January 14, 2016 5:35 PM
To: Brian Kulina
Subject: My unspoken words (and more)
Attachments: Di on The Hub.docx

Ms. Diana Thorson 
4521 E. Flintwood Ln. 
Flagstaff, AZ 86004 
January 13, 2016 
Mr. Brian Kulina, AICP 
Planning Development Manager 
Planning & Development Services 
211 West Aspen Ave. 
Flagstaff, AZ 86001 

RE: 17 S. Mike’s Pike (The Hub) 
Dear Mr. Kulina, 
Thank you to you and your committee for your efforts to listen to the concerns of the citizens of Flagstaff. I stayed the full 3
hours at the hearing as Richard, whose letter you referred to in your opening remarks, is quite ill. I wanted to listen to others 
so I wouldn’t be redundant if I got the chance to speak, thus time ran out before my name was called. I actually came away
with issues to which no one referred. A great deal can be learned by looking at HISTORY. We moved here from Chicago to get
away from the urban sprawl. It takes control of your life, more than technology. (Could the developers have a different idea of
what a small historic town should look like?) 
We have  lived here 32 years and owned a business  in  the MacMillan Bldg. until  the downtown parking  issue  in 1984 was
“solved” by building the Flagstaff Mall, pulling business away from downtown and forced us to close in 1986. The new City Hall 
had not even been built yet.  I worked  for the Sheriff’s Office  in the  jail  in the 1990’s.  I often had to park up the hill  in the 
neighborhoods,  including  in front of Babbitt’s home. (County Building doesn’t even have enough parking for the employees,
never mind for those who need to do business there). When I taught at S. Beaver School, I often found myself unable to leave 
as a student parked behind my car.1 THE ISSUE HAS BEEN HERE FOR A VERY LONG TIME. Your predecessors as far back as that
and longer did not take care of business then; it is now a major crisis and up to you to make better unbiased decisions based 
on what the public  is saying  (Out‐of‐state dollars vs. preserving our heritage.) The city and  library  lots are barely adequate
putting the burden on that historic neighborhood. There  is  just no question that the proposed Core Campus Development
will be the breaking point of the Downtown tourist area, to which tourists have come to experience. If you approve this, it
will never go away. Tourists will  cease  to  find Flagstaff  charming.  Look at Riordan Mansion, our hidden  treasure barely
surviving. We must be better stewards of our past. The only “winner” here is Core. Whatever dollars the city would collect
in  taxes would be  eaten up by  ancillary  services—maintenance of  the  area, policing,  traffic  control,  trash,  recycle,  etc.
House students on campus and NAU would be providing those services (student jobs?) but retail would still benefit. 
I  learned much  tonight:  there are  issues  that conflict with  reality  trickling out of  the  larger  issues. Many were mentioned,
some were not. 

How is it legal to allow this private enterprise to have dedicated on‐street parking overnight when, by Ordinance, October 
to April there is no on‐street parking? 

We have always lived on the East side. How is it equitable for those living in the historic neighborhoods to have required 
paid permit parking and we do not? The South side residents didn’t cause the problem. 

Core Campus Development is in the business of building housing for STUDENTS. Don’t be fooled by their false “intention”
to recruit families (limiting cars). If they followed through with that emphasis, we’d have to reclaim S. Beaver School,
another casualty of NAU sprawl. 

Regarding Core’s commitment  to “policing and  informed student expectations”  is a  false  reality. There was an Eviction
Clinic this very day at the Courthouse. Eviction  is a nearly  impossible resolution for bad behavior as the AZ Revised
Statutes favor the renter, not the landlord. At best it can take 2 years or more, depending on the behavior. We know
this from personal experience. Providing Logical Consequences (1968, Dr. Rudolf Dreikurs2) for bad student behavior is 
the college’s job. Strong action can only improve the quality of the character of the college student population.  
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Someone needs  to  take a stand  regarding  the extent  to which we are going  to  let students define what Flagstaff  is.  It 
might as well be you and better now than later. You can see by the proportion of opponents to advocates you will be
very popular  if you choose  to be defined by our history and natural beauty rather than a college campus. The two 
venues should be distinct where both students and  residents can enjoy  the cosmopolitan atmosphere a university
provides without destroying the uniqueness of our historical roots and natural environment. The Land Grant College
System (Morrill Act) did that for us in the 1860’s. 

Take the lead and encourage the formation of a committee to lobby the Board of Regents to take responsibility. There is
enough bad publicity about college students to go around. 

Has  their mandate  to  increase  student population by 10,000 been examined closely enough  to know  that  this
community’s infrastructure can support that density?  

Nearly all college students are not mature adults. Take a trip to University Surplus and see the damage they do to
government property. They need to live on the state land as wards of the college.  

By  taking  on  The  Hub,  we  are  enabling  the  Board  of  Regents  to  shirk  their  duty:  to  teach  good  behavior,
responsible  tenant practices and  the  respect as guests of our or any  city. Academia must  include  life and 
social skills.  

Why can’t Core Campus  run  their business as a concession ON STATE PROPERTY? Let  them use  the  state’s 80
acres. Tourists definitely are not coming to Flagstaff to mingle with college students. 

Per  the President of  the Chamber of Commerce,  it would be  interesting  to hear  from a  realtor as  to whether The Hub
might  inflate or decrease property values  in  the downtown  corridor. Certainly, when  Internet education  takes  the
lead, Flagstaff will be left with a mighty big, vacant eyesore. 

Milton Road is a U.S. Highway, all the way to Rt. 64. They have no obligation to assist the city with the gridlock of traffic
from I‐40 to the Nordic Center. We are in this alone to control the traffic. The voters missed their chance when they
voted against the Ponderosa Parkway over MacMillan Mesa through a corner of Buffalo Park. Add The Hub to the mix
and we will send skiers to the White Mountains. 

I hope there are people on the committee who have visited other college towns and examined how the student populations
are housed. Places like Ogden, UT; Williamsburg, VA; College Park, MD; Savannah, GA; Boston, MA; Denver, CO; Boulder, CO;
Charlottesville, VA, etc.  should be evaluated  to determine  the best and worst ways  to expand. As a  Land Grant College  it
should be a no‐brainer. Use the  land set aside for the college.  I don’t know what  it  is  like now, but my husband and  I both
went to Southern Illinois University, joined a sorority and fraternity, living in a small group housing area, each with their own
house,  several  miles  from  downtown  Carbondale.  We  were  taught  how  to  respect  our  housing  and  the  city,  and
underclassmen  were  not  allowed  to  have  cars  unless  they  were  commuters  or  handicapped.  Somehow  high  behavior
standards have been  lost. We need  to direct  the  responsibility  to  the appropriate entity. That  is your daunting  task, which
starts with not only denying this code change, but by tightening code and building restrictions, especially adjacent to historic 
areas. The city buildings need to follow the same design conformity history has  left us. Over and over I hear that the  library 
should be the model for new structures. Is anyone listening? Sedona has sure shown the power of design control. We need a 
MUCH STRONGER Architectural Control Board as I, with design and architectural undergraduate training, see from proposals
with other pending projects. 
Sincerely, 
Diana Thorson 
Diana Thorson 
(928) 526‐4671 
1 Our son owns his home at the intersection of S. Verde and Ellory. The struggle to park on the street or in his driveway is a constant 
problem. This is “creative student parking” across Verde St. from his home, IN the Rio de Flag. 

 
2 Child & Family counselor, founder of the Adler Institute of Professional Psychology, Chicago, 1952‐1972 
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Brian Kulina

From: Charlie Silver <cws720@gmail.com>
Sent: Friday, January 15, 2016 9:20 AM
To: Brian Kulina
Cc: Daniel Folke
Subject: Wednesday's P&Z meeting

Hello Brian and Dan, 
 
Would you have a total tally to date of the "not in favor" and "in favor" comments received about the proposed Hub 
project.  I am thinking this would include all the email comments to date as well as the public testimony from 
Wednesday's P&Z meeting too.  
 
Thanks very much, 
Charlie Silver 
720 W. Aspen Ave. 
 
Sent from my iPad 
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Brian Kulina

From: mimimurov <mmurov@qwestoffice.net>
Sent: Friday, January 15, 2016 3:36 PM
To: Brian Kulina
Subject: Core Campus

Follow Up Flag: Follow up
Flag Status: Completed

Dear P&Z, 
 
I recently sent an email concerning The Hub by Core Campus. I attended the P&Z meeting on Jan 14. I appreciated that 
you mentioned the received emails in this meeting and I appreciate the extra amount of time you allotted to public 
input. During the presentation by Core Campus I understood them to say that there would be only one entry/exit to the 
upper apartments. Did I hear this correctly? If so don’t you find that to be a safety hazard in case of fire or other 
emergency? 
 
Again thank you for your thoughtful consideration in hearing the public input. I hope you will deny the CUP and change 
in zoning for reasons mentioned in my previous email as well as those mentioned at the Jan 14 meeting. 
 
Sincerely, 
Mimi Murov 
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Brian Kulina

From: Jerry Johnson <jljohnson820@juno.com>
Sent: Sunday, January 17, 2016 7:51 PM
To: Brian Kulina
Cc: Daniel Folke
Subject: The Hub

Follow Up Flag: Follow up
Flag Status: Completed

Hello, 
 
I attended the last P&Z meeting about the Hub.  I did not speak or give a written comment at the meeting, but would 
like to do so now.  I am totally opposed to the Hub.  It is inappropriate for Flagstaff and would be the beginning of the 
ruin of downtown Flagstaff.  The lack of available parking can not be overlooked.  Student housing belongs on campus 
where NAU can control the associated problems.  NAU has a hundred acres of undeveloped land.  Build the student 
housing there, not in the heart of the city. 
 
Jerry Johnson 
 
Sent from my iPad 
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Brian Kulina

From: Victoria Vanpuyvelde <vcv5@nau.edu>
Sent: Monday, January 18, 2016 10:54 AM
To: Brian Kulina
Subject: The hub

Follow Up Flag: Follow up
Flag Status: Completed

Hi Brian, 
 
My name is Victoria and I am aware that you are keeping a tally of those in or not in support of the Hub on 
Mike's Pike. If possible, I would like you to add me to the "not in support" list. I do not support the building of 
this project.  
 
I have lived in Flagstaff for 6 years now and I cherish this community. I have grown into myself here, and I feel 
that the community and the overall vibe of Flagstaff has helped contribute to my growth as a young adult. I live 
at 205 South Beaver Street and I believe that if this building goes up, it will significantly decrease the value, 
astethic value, and overall feel of my neighborhood. I do not support this and want you (or someone) to hear my 
voice.  
 
Thank you for your time.  
 
Best,  
Victoria VanPuyvelde 
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Brian Kulina

From: Becky Cardiff
Sent: Tuesday, January 19, 2016 7:53 AM
To: Brian Kulina
Subject: FW: The HUB
Attachments: HUB CUP deny letter final.pdf

Follow Up Flag: Follow up
Flag Status: Flagged

Can you include this in your next packet to P&Z? 
 

Uxv~ç VtÜw|yy 
Development Services Supervisor 
City of Flagstaff 
211 W Aspen 
Flagstaff, AZ 86001 
Phone-928-213-2618 
Fax-928-213-2609 
 

From: Rob T. Construction, Inc/ Robert Trathnigg [mailto:RobTConstruction@commspeed.net]  
Sent: Monday, January 18, 2016 9:46 AM 
To: Becky Cardiff ; Mark Sawyers  
Subject: The HUB 
 
Hi Becky, 
Please forward the attached letter to the Planning and Zoning commission members and enter it into public record. 
Thanks 
Rob 
 

 
 

 

This email has been sent from a virus-free computer protected by Avast.  
www.avast.com  

 



 

 

To: Flagstaff Planning and Zoning Commission,     January 17, 2016 

RE:PZ-15-00164 HUB CUP Request 

I ask that the Planning and Zoning Commission deny core Campus’s request to amend the Downtown 

Regulating Plan, and for a Conditional Use Permit (CUP) for the HUB. 

I feel this project would be a Visual Pollutant and change the look and feel of the downtown area. It will 

also have a negative effect on parking availability in the downtown area. The Hub will be a major impact 

to the skyline from the surrounding area and very visible from the intersection at Route 66 and Milton 

ave. The developer has not provided elevations looking at The HUB, from the south. This one structure 

will change the look and feel of our walkable neighborhood from individual, separated buildings with 

varying setbacks from the sidewalk, to a 4/5 story monolithic structure, built to the sidewalk. It deletes 

the neighborhood feel and replaces it with a sprawling, high density, high rise structure. 

It is important to note that the 7 parcels that make up the HUB Property were identified in the original 

Zoning Maps (Zoning map and Transect Zone Overlay Maps) for their value and best use with 

consideration of the existing structures and approved use(s) of the adjacent parcels. I do not think re-

drawing the Zoning maps, based on the combined parcels, is appropriate. 

The current CS zone states, “the development of residential uses in addition to commercial uses is 

encouraged in this Zone, provided that residential uses are located above or behind the primary 

commercial service use”. (Flagstaff Zoning Code 10-40.30.040 Commercial Zones)  

The current HC zone states, “the development of commercial uses in addition to residential uses is 

encouraged in the HC Zone to provide diversity in housing choices, provided that residential uses are 

located above or behind commercial buildings so that they are buffered from adjoining highway 

corridors. The provisions of this Zone are also intended to provide for convenient, controlled access 

and parking, without increasing traffic burdens on the adjacent streets and highway.” (Flagstaff Zoning 

Code 10-40.30.040 Commercial Zones) 

I feel it is also important to note that, under the current Zoning (CS and HC) the front, side, and rear 

setbacks, as well as, increased parking requirements and landscaping requirements would be major 

factors in regulating building size and overall lot coverage. 

In addition, I do not think the HUB project should be considered for transect zoning, or any “form based” 

code applied to the property. The Flagstaff Zoning Code, Preamble, P .090, “Using the Flagstaff Transect” 

states in paragraph A, “The City- Guiding Principles, 1. Preserve and enhance community character; 2. 

Encourage appropriately scaled infill and development”. The Hub does not meet this description. 

The HUB does not meet the description of the transect zones standards as outlined in 10-40.40.10.010 

“Purpose”. This section describes transect zones as “optional” but does not describe them as zones 

applied to the properties they cover “By Right”. The property/ project must meet the specific 

requirements of the transect zone to adopt the transect zone overlay. 



 

 

The T4 Neighborhood 1 (T4N.1) standards describes the intent of this overlay zone as, “The primary 

intent is to reinforce established neighborhoods and to maintain neighborhood stability in walkable 

urban areas, while allowing such areas to evolve with the integration of small building footprints and 

medium density building types. Appropriate building types might include bungalow courts, duplexes, 

and apartment complexes, which are typically smaller than those found in other zones”. (Flagstaff 

Zoning Code 10-40.40.070 T4 Neighborhood 1). It goes on to describe uses as, “homeowner offices and 

small neighborhood supporting uses, such as music classes and artist studios”. 

The HUB does not meet the requirements or description provided in the Flagstaff Zoning Code 10-

40.40.070 T4 Neighborhood 1 Transect Zoning Standards. Please deny the CUP and rezoning request. 

The T5 Main Street Standards states, “the primary intent of this zone is to reinforce the vitality of the 

downtown area adjacent to the core, to allow it to expand and evolve, and to provide an appropriate 

transition into existing neighborhoods.” (Flagstaff Zoning Code 10-40.40.090 T5 Main Street Standards). 

I then goes on to state, “the Zone and sub-zone are intended to preserve and build upon the existing 

pattern of development. New development, renovations, and additions should be in character and 

scale with existing valued patterns.”  (Flagstaff Zoning Code 10-40.40.090 T5 Main Street Standards).   

The HUB does not meet the requirements or description provided in the Flagstaff Zoning Code 10-

40.40.090 T5 Main Street Transect Zoning Standards. Please deny the CUP and rezoning request. 

The Hub is within a high density area as outlined in the Regional Plan. There is a great example of a 

property that meets this recommendation, falls within the neighborhood standards and character, and 

meets the existing Zoning Code requirements at the corner of W Santa Fe and Sitgreves ave, across the 

street from the city hall parking lot (to the west). 

Again, I request that the Planning and Zoning Commission deny Core Campus’s request to amend the 

Downtown Regulating Plan, and for a Conditional Use Permit (CUP) for the HUB.  

This property can be developed according to the standards outlined in the Zoning Code and Regional 

Plan, without applying the Transect Overlay Zones. Again, please deny the request to amend the 

Downtown Regulating Plan, and for a Conditional Use Permit (CUP) for the HUB. 

I own the property at 12 South Mikes Pike - corner of Mikes Pike and West Phoenix. If the HUB is built, I 

will benefit financially with increased rents and increased property value. However, the Downtown area 

I have worked to revitalize will not, the City I am raising my family in will not, and I feel that outweighs 

any personal gains I may realize.   

Thank you, 

Sincerely, 

Robert W Trathnigg 

2030 S Ash Ln 

Flagstaff, AZ 86004  
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Brian Kulina

From: Walter Salas-Humara <walter@waltersdogs.com>
Sent: Tuesday, January 26, 2016 9:54 AM
To: Brian Kulina; Mark Sawyers
Subject: The HUB

Follow Up Flag: Follow up
Flag Status: Completed

Hello Council Members, 
 
I have my art studio across the street from the proposed HUB site and have followed the progress and gone to many 
meetings including the recent zoning hearing. 
 
I’m not against a denser urban core for Flagstaff. It makes perfect sense on may levels ‐ a walkable, livable, lively, and 
more European style community. 
This will be very attractive for visitors and residents alike. To achieve this, you, the city planners, will have to be very 
careful about the architecture and the use of the new buildings that will eventually dominate the downtown area.  
 
I have been very disappointed in the HUB project. Given it’s location, it will become the symbol of the new city of 
Flagstaff. It will be a very large signal of what Flagstaff will become. Let’s have a forward looking project with amazing 
architecture that will incorporate all walks of life and all types of retail. 
Let’s not signal to future developers that we are OK with Flagstaff becoming a party town for students full of nothing but 
restaurants and bars with the inevitable parking problems, DUI’s, drunks, fights, etc, etc. 
 
Firstly, it’s simply too large for the character of the neighborhood. Yes, I know it’s within the city guidelines, but it’s too 
large for the infrastructure of the area, especially the roads and parking. 
Secondly, in order to comply with what they think the neighbors will accept, they have dumbed down their design to 
make it look just like every other faceless building project that signals mediocrity. 
Thirdly, it’s just gross that they plan to take advantage of the students, our neighborhood, and ultimately drive up rents, 
and drive normal folks out. 
 
You are elected to protect the future of this awesome city and community.. Please do your job by denying the HUB this 
location and offering them an alternative location that is more appropriate for their development. A location where they 
don’t have to dumb down their architecture and where the residents can have just as easy access to the University. 
 
Thank you, 
Walter Salas‐Humara 
100 Mikes Pike 
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Brian Kulina

From: Gisela Kluwin <gkluwin2@gmail.com>
Sent: Tuesday, January 26, 2016 6:08 PM
To: Mark Sawyers
Cc: Brian Kulina
Subject: The Hub

Dear Mr. Sawyer, 
 
I attended the P&Z meeting concerning the Hub project on Jan 13, but neglected to turn in my blue comment card. I 
think it is very important to make my voice heard in regards to that controversial project, hence my email. 
After listening to the developer’s proposal and then trying to visualize that mega project in the space between Phoenix 
Avenue and Mike’s Pike, my mind just shut down in horror, overwhelmed by the proposed size and occupancy numbers. 
I am also very disturbed by the low number of parking spaces built into the project. The proposed parking structure for 
30% of the residents may fulfill the letter of the zoning requirements, but does not fit at all the actual neighborhood 
situation. There is NO PARKING available in the South side neighborhood aside from a very few unregulated spaces and 
a few 2hr spots. And when these are taken up by students, residents and visitors alike will be further frustrated and 
businesses will lose customers. Furthermore, the traffic flow in that tight neighborhood will become a nightmare, 
especially during the snow months, when Phoenix Ave becomes effectively a one lane street, and cars have to dodge 
buses which frequently enter and exit from the transfer center.  
In summary, I think that the current Hub project is too big for the neighborhood, that there is insufficient allowance for 
in‐house parking, and that traffic flow will be negatively impacted. I urge the P&Z commission to deny the rezoning 
request from T4 to T5 and to deny the request for a CUP.  
 
Thank you for allowing me to comment on this project and to add my concerns to the many eloquent voices heard 
during the meeting. 
 
Sincerely, 
Gisela Kluwin 
2333 N Fremont Blvd 
Flagstaff, AZ 86001 
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Brian Kulina

From: Emily Ross <emross05@hotmail.com>
Sent: Tuesday, January 26, 2016 9:17 PM
To: Brian Kulina; Mark Sawyers
Subject: Can you please forward this to the Planning and Zoning Committee?

Dear Sir or Madam,  

I am writing in regards to the proposed Hub that the planning and zoning commission has been considering on 
the corner of Mike’s Pike and Phoenix, and am strongly urging you to reconsider! 

I moved to Flagstaff ten years ago now, and I have lived in several homes in this specific area during that time. 
My memories are deeply rooted in this eclectic community which I feel is the heart and soul of the town’s entire 
appeal. I understand the basic economics of growth, and have had exposure to the processes you go through 
regularly in attempt to grow Flagstaff in the correct manner, as I worked for the City of Flagstaff for several 
years. 

However, I want you to consider how this may impact the renters, home and business owners, and even traffic! 
I recently purchased my first home in Sunnyside and am so proud to call Flagstaff my home. As a first time 
home buyer, the market was incredibly difficult for me to afford my own home. I was actually only able to put 
down roots because I won my home on a deal through the ‘Good Neighbor Next Door Program.’ I think I 
understand the need to cater to the growing community of NAU, but I wonder if the decision of location is the 
best. This area has a lot of potential for expansion in ways that enhance the cozy, quaint, yet still progressive 
and adventurous vibe that everyone loves. This is how the city has been marketed (with its ‘passport stamp’ 
feel), and I worry that all the new additions of high-rise buildings will detract from the image you are trying to 
project. 

The proposed photo I see in the newspaper looks like Phoenix! This is fine, and I think several parts of Flagstaff 
in the NAU vicinity have a more modernized uptown, classy energy, which I truly appreciate, although it is a bit 
sterile. People like it! I think this location, however, needs to be protected from negative gentrification with 
generic high-rise buildings, and instead, should incorporate the space to foster more small businesses- stores 
and restaurants. This will easily bring in the same appeal as the New Frontiers lot has, and it will encourage 
incoming student groups to populate the already existing homes within the community. What’s more, it will 
keep some of the home values in the neighborhood affordable so younger generations can afford to integrate 
after becoming educated here. I think the homes south of the tracks can really be revitalized, much like 
Sunnyside, to be affordable to a younger home-buying generation like myself. 

As a young woman who has worked in numerous jobs within the community, I think the idea is good, but 
should just be relocated. I propose taking a look at some of the homes in the Lone Tree area. The size and 
location are wrong for this area, and moving the businesses onto Milton would project a weird image, and most 
likely destroy them in the long term. This road has high-traffic flow and lack of parking. As you are 
approaching the heart of Flagstaff’s downtown, I do not feel a high rise building is the best introduction! Should 
a tall building need to go in there, it would be best used as a mixed use building, like a mall’s appeal would 
present, with markets, businesses and eateries stacked on top of each other. Parking and student housing is more 
appropriate within campus or between the 2 colleges. 

I always felt Flagstaff was holding on to an image that separated them from a ‘big town feel’ such as this 
initiative would project. Please hold true to this! It is why we make the nation’s top 10 lists all the time! 
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Thank you for your consideration, 

Emily Ross 

440-241-9251 

Emross05@hotmail.com 

2521 North 3rd Street 

Flagstaff, AZ 86004 
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Brian Kulina

From: Janelle A Gaun <jgaun@email.arizona.edu>
Sent: Tuesday, January 26, 2016 10:13 PM
To: Brian Kulina; Mark Sawyers
Subject: Opposition to The Hub zoning project

To Planning and Zoning Comissioners, 
 
I am writing in adamant opposition to The Hub student housing development on mikes pike. I request that you 
share my email with all the Comissioners prior to the zoning hearing. 
 
As a college student no one understands more than I do the desire for up to date rental properties close to retail 
and resturaunts. There is very little that students want more than easy access to everything in their immediate 
needs. But I also know that I am willing to ride my bike or drive just a few short miles to get the "feeling" that 
makes downtown Flagstaff such a desirable place to live. For the last several years I have been living in Tucson 
and that city too has been undergoing a revival of their downtown spaces. And like Flagstaff plans for a student 
development were well underway when I arrived. I quickly saw, against the better wishes of the neighborhoods 
around the retail streets, a huge development rise towering above the neighborhood. The area now suffers 
chronic parking shortages and the additional burden of an eyesore. Students choose not to live in the new 
development because modest, affordable housing is available a few miles away and within an easy comments to 
the area. Today the complex is decreasing the asthetic of the area as well as the value of the surrounding 
property because of its close proximity to such a large body of students and the noise and congestion they 
create.  
 
As a resident, born and raised in Flagstaff I know the inherent value of the small, safe downtown. Those were 
the streets the ones that my parents brought me to to ride my bike on during the summers because they were 
free from excessive congestion and cars trying to park. As a preteen and teenager the downtown area was one 
place where I was swallowed to explore my freedom because of it had the perfect mix of family friendly 
(important to mom)? but modern and engaging (important to me). As a young adult Our Virgin of Guadalupe 
historic church provided solace and was a place of refuge for a grieving teen even though I am not a practicing 
Catholic. I stumbled into it because it was a calm neighborhood to walk into and the church was welcoming. I 
know, as a Flagstaff resident, that living away from downtown is not a barrier to spending time there. In fact, 
it's lure was the coupling of beautiful residential and historical areas with the upbeat retail sections.  
 
You can be assured that even as a young adult I will not be visiting the region around Mukes Pike including 
Macy, fratellis, the breweries, the church, or many of our iconic restaurants if the Hub is built. Downtown 
flagstaff cannot handle the sheer density of people living in such close quarters while maintaining the integrity 
of the area. I am of course referencing recent student housing projects in Sawmill plaza and their extensive 
problems with crime, noise and crowding and that can otherwise be considered relatively benign in that they did 
not disturb established neighborhoods. 
 
The Hub does not keep with the goals and culture of Flagstaffs downtown. It will only alientate one group of 
people in an attempt to access another that already enjoys the area anyways.  
 
I fully support student housing. I fully support Flagstaffs growth. But I know that students will not stop 
spending time there just because they do not live there. This development will only destroy what already makes 
the area so great. Community, safety, history and accessibility.  
 
I urge you to reject The Hub's proposal including their Conditinal Use Proposal. 
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I hope you consider my voice and my plea,  
 
Janelle Gaun 
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Brian Kulina

From: Patrick T <patricktaylor333@gmail.com>
Sent: Tuesday, January 26, 2016 10:23 PM
To: Brian Kulina; Mark Sawyers
Subject: Opposition to the Hub Development

I oppose the development of the Hub on mikes pike. Flagstaff has grown immensely in the past 20 years but has 
still held on to its small town feel because its residents care about the community. With the introduction of other 
student housing developments in sawmill near the police dept. and other areas there was increased crime and 
general behavior that is not akin to what Flagstaff stands for. By introducing these student housing projects you 
are taking away from Flagstaffs community and turning it into another dime a dozen for profit college towns. 
Please do not allow these plans to move forward. 
 
-Patrick Taylor, a citizen of Flagstaff for over 22 years  
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Brian Kulina

From: Kari Maurer <runkam@gmail.com>
Sent: Wednesday, January 27, 2016 12:54 PM
To: Brian Kulina
Cc: Mark Sawyers
Subject: The Hub

Follow Up Flag: Follow up
Flag Status: Completed

To:  City of Flagstaff Planning and Zoning 
 
Please forward to entire committee 
 
 
 
After attending the planning and zoning meeting regarding The Hub, I find myself extremely disappointed in the fact that 
the project has been allowed to  
 
progress this far.  It is apparent that the project does not fit into the community, lacks parking and is too dense.  By 
allowing The Hub to take advantage of  
 
the City of Flagstaff, a snowball is rolling.  Mikes Pike stands to become the most unattractive street in Flagstaff. 
 
The Hub has requested parking permits as an answer to one of the problems. Parking permits are not an answer.  
Currently there are 2 Hour Parking  
 
signs on the west  side of Mikes Pike.  I have been informed by a person “in the know” that this parking restriction is not 
enforced.  How can residents 
 
expect violations to be ticketed when a few spots can not even be patrolled.  I feel the development of a smaller project 
with more  
 
diversity could benefit the neighborhood.  Property values do not seem to be an issue with many of the surrounding 
land owners.  Flagstaff should  
 
embrace and be proud of those who stand for the integrity of the neighborhood rather than the prospect of increased 
property values. 
 
 
 
 Citizens deserve the respect of those that are elected by them.  Please listen to the voice of the community and deny 
The Hub their CUP. 
 
 
 
 
 
Kari Maurer 
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Brian Kulina

From: Richard Fernandez <rnfernandez1968@gmail.com>
Sent: Thursday, January 28, 2016 9:59 AM
To: Brian Kulina; Mark Sawyers
Subject: The HUB

Good Morning, 
 
I am writing in reference to the "HUB" development. 
 
My name is Richard Fernandez. I have been a resident of Flagstaff for over 15 years. In the time I have owned 
several businesses and watched Flagstaff grow from a quaint mountain town to what seems to be a burgeoning 
mini-metropolis.  
 
I have lived in Manhattan, NYC, Houston, TX and Miami, FL. I am familiar with high density living. 
 
The HUB is beyond the scope of any major metropolitan area, to say nothing of Flagstaff and it's proposed 
location. 
 
At over 600 potential residents, most of which will be students, it seems the HUB would need more parking 
than all of the allotted spaces in the entire Southside neighborhood. What about the residents who have lived 
there for decades? Consider the businesses and their need for access. 
 
Regarding Milton Rd. and Phoenix intersection which is congested most of the year the over ambitious HUB 
signals a potential traffic disaster. 
 
In the past few years since the student housing development reached maximum capacity the Sawmill area has 
experienced undue police resources. Why will the HUB be different? 
 
The HUB is not the development for this specific area in it's current proposed size. 
 
Please do not grant them permission to build. 
 
Thank you for your time, 
 
Richard Fernandez 
2914 N. Rose St. 
Flagstaff, AZ 
86004 
 
 



The Hub on Campus Flagstaff – Public Comment Summary 
Updated:  02/04/2016 at 12:00pm 

Total:  61  Opposed:  56  Support:  3  Neutral:  2 

No.  Date  Name  Type  Comment(s) 

1  06/17/2015  Eric Meeks  E‐Mail  Support – Location, need, pedestrian environment 

2  06/17/2015  Jim Roberts  E‐Mail  Opposition – Compatibility, sociological impacts 

3  06/17/2015  Chris Dennis  E‐Mail  Opposition – Infrastructure, student behavior, neighborhood character 

4  06/18/2015  Jennifer Duis  E‐Mail  Opposition – Compatibility, traffic, unsupportable retail, parking 

5  06/19/2015  Patrick Fleming  E‐Mail  Opposition – Neighborhood character, traffic, infrastructure 

6  06/19/2015  Mike Hudnall  E‐Mail  Opposition – Neighborhood character, traffic, infrastructure 

7  06/20/2015  Robyn Martin  Letter  Opposition – Parking, compatibility, aesthetics, location 

8  06/22/2015  Leslie Connell  E‐Mail  Opposition – Compatibility, traffic, parking, neighborhood character 

9  06/22/2015  James Hasapis  E‐Mail  Opposition – Compatibility, traffic, parking, neighborhood character 

10  06/22/2015  Kari Tuomisto  Letter  Opposition – Location, compatibility, views, shadow cast, traffic, neighborhood 
character 

11  06/22/2015  Sueanne Kubicek  Letter  Opposition – Compatibility, traffic, views 

12  06/30/2015  Carrie Cowger  Letter  Opposition – Building mass, compatibility, traffic, design 

13  07/02/2015  Albert and Rose Lopez  E‐Mail  Opposition – Neighborhood character, parking, NAU’s problem, impact on tourism 

14  07/02/2015  Kathryn Peterson  Letter  Opposition – Compatibility, neighborhood character, NAU’s problem, student behavior 

15  07/08/2015  Laura and Art Enciso  Letter  Opposition – Compatibility, traffic, parking, student behavior, neighborhood history 

16  07/09/2015  James Cole  Letter  Opposition – Traffic, parking, compatibility 



The Hub on Campus Flagstaff – Public Comment Summary 
Updated:  02/04/2016 at 12:00pm 

Total:  61  Opposed:  56  Support:  3  Neutral:  2 

No.  Date  Name  Type  Comment(s) 

17  07/10/2015  Karen Applequist  E‐Mail  Opposition – Neighborhood character, compatibility, traffic 

18  07/17/2015  Claudine Taillac  Letter  Opposition – Compatibility, traffic, neighborhood character, undesirable part of town 
for students 

19  07/17/2015  Marie Jones and Marvin 
Glotfelty 

E‐Mail  Opposition – Student housing, neighborhood character, compatibility, traffic, parking 

20  08/07/2015  Soraya Padilla  Letter  Opposition – Compatibility, traffic, other housing available to students, more 
appropriate in another location 

21  08/27/2015  Larry Czarnecki  Letter  Opposition – Density, traffic, scale 

22  12/21/2015  Andrew Gould  E‐Mail  Opposition – Scale, neighborhood compatibility, moratorium on student housing 
development until plan is developed 

23  01/04/2016  Mimi Murov and Tom 
Brownold 

Letter/E‐Mail  Opposition – Neighborhood compatibility, traffic, parking, access, ice on Phoenix 
Avenue, catering to the needs of NAU, students, noise, conduct 

24  01/05/2016  Forest May  Letter  Opposition – Not in keeping with the area 

25  01/05/2016  Roberta Motter  E‐Mail  Opposition – human congestion, traffic, parking, noise, design, viewscape 

26  01/05/2016  Karen Carswell  Letter  Opposition – Compatibility, scale, views, traffic, parking, pedestrians and bicycles 
crossing Butler, neighborhood character 

27  01/08/2016  Betsy and Tyler Hager  E‐Mail  Support – Land use, relief for students 

28  01/08/2016  Ken Berkhoff  E‐Mail  Support – Support for NAU 

29  01/10/2016  Duffie Westheimer  E‐Mail  Neutral – Requesting additional information 



The Hub on Campus Flagstaff – Public Comment Summary 
Updated:  02/04/2016 at 12:00pm 

Total:  61  Opposed:  56  Support:  3  Neutral:  2 

No.  Date  Name  Type  Comment(s) 

30  01/11/2016  Ellen Ryan  E‐Mail  Opposition – Location, density, traffic, parking, neighborhood character and 
compatibility 

31  01/11/2016  Richard Thorson  Letter  Opposition – Zoning change only benefits developer, neighborhood character, traffic, 
compatibility, don’t “Phoenix” or “Tempe” Flagstaff, security, parking 

32  01/13/2016  Nat White  E‐Mail  Opposition – Business deal between City and Developer, traffic, parking, demise of the 
neighborhood, complexity of transect zones, views, snow/ice 

33  01/13/2016  Joseph Walka  E‐Mail  Opposition – Parking, traffic 

34  01/13/2016  Duffie Westheimer  E‐Mail  Opposition – Bicycle ridership in the future, America’s love of cars, parking, traffic, 
bicycle safety 

35  01/14/2016  Diana Thorson  E‐Mail  Opposition – Impact to neighborhood, parking, impact on tourism, not for families, 
student conduct 

36  01/15/2016  Charlie Silver  E‐Mail  Neutral – Requesting counts for comments in support and nonsupport 

37  01/15/2016  Mimi Murov  E‐Mail  Opposition – Fire safety 

38  01/17/2016  Jerry Johnson  E‐Mail  Opposition – Inappropriate, ruin of Downtown, parking, student housing belongs on 
campus 

39  01/18/2016  Victoria VanPuyvelde  E‐Mail  Opposition – Decrease aesthetic value, neighborhood character 

40  01/18/2016  Rob Trathnigg  E‐Mail  Opposition – Visual pollutant, parking, transect zoning not appropriate, does not 
comply with transect purpose 

41  01/20/2016  Leyah Huff  Letter  Opposition – Traffic, parking, neighborhood character 

42  01/26/2016  Walter Salas‐Humara  E‐Mail  Opposition – Architecture, use, type of retail, neighborhood character, traffic, parking, 
impact on rents 
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Updated:  02/04/2016 at 12:00pm 

Total:  61  Opposed:  56  Support:  3  Neutral:  2 
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43  01/26/2016  Gisela Kluwin  E‐Mail  Opposition – Scale, neighborhood compatibility, parking, traffic 

44  01/26/2016  Emily Ross  E‐Mail  Opposition – Property values, size, location, traffic, parking 

45  01/26/2016  Janelle Gaun  E‐Mail  Opposition – Property values, parking, aesthetics, density 

46  01/26/2016  Patrick Taylor  E‐Mail  Opposition – Increased crime, student behavior, “for profit college town” 

47  01/27/2016  Kari Maurer  E‐Mail  Opposition – Community compatibility, parking, density, aesthetics, property values 

48  01/28/2016  Richard Fernandez  E‐Mail  Opposition – Location, density, parking, traffic, policing issues, size 

49  01/29/2016  Mary McKell  E‐Mail  Opposition – Location, impact on neighborhood and Downtown 

50  01/29/2016  Marie Jones  E‐Mail  Opposition – Does not meet intent of transect zoning, precedent setting, does not fit 
transect building types, use not appropriate in neighborhood, student behavior, 
project management, better for families not students, density 

51  01/29/2016  Nancy Branham  E‐Mail  Opposition – Does not meet intent of transect zoning, unruly and illegal behavior of 
students, parking, traffic, open space does not benefit community, lease agreement 
only favorable to developer, neighborhood compatibility. 

52  01/29/2016  Duffie Westheimer  E‐Mail  Opposition – Agreement with Marie Jones letter 

53  01/29/2016  Charlie Silver  E‐Mail  Opposition – Agreement with Marie Jones letter 

54  01/30/2016  Patrice Giordano  E‐Mail  Opposition – Agreement with Marie Jones letter 

55  01/31/2016  Rose Houk  E‐Mail  Opposition – Agreement with Marie Jones letter 

56  02/01/2016  Juliana Bartlett  E‐Mail  Opposition – Project jeopardizes history and sense of place, location, width of 
adjacent streets, no common sense 



The Hub on Campus Flagstaff – Public Comment Summary 
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Total:  61  Opposed:  56  Support:  3  Neutral:  2 

No.  Date  Name  Type  Comment(s) 

57  02/02/2016  Jen Blue  E‐Mail  Opposition – Agreement with Marie Jones letter 

58  02/02/2016  Diana Thorson  E‐Mail  Opposition – Impact on tourism, tourist don’t want to interact with students, destroys 
Downtown ambiance, no design appeal, congestion, parking, traffic, financially 
beneficial to developer, little or no benefit to tourists or residents, Downtown not part 
of college campus 

59  02/03/2016  Carol Hagen  E‐Mail  Opposition – Agreement with Marie Jones letter 

60  02/03/2016  Rick Moore  E‐Mail  Opposition – Agreement with Marie Jones letter 

61  02/03/2016  William Ring  Letter  Opposition – Classification of land use, parking, traffic, double occupancy, bulk and 
mass, intent of Zoning Code 
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Brian Kulina

From: marymckell <marymckell@q.com>
Sent: Friday, January 29, 2016 10:56 AM
To: Brian Kulina
Subject: Fwd: the Hub

 

From: "marymckell"  
To: bkulina@flagstaff.gov 
Sent: Friday, January 29, 2016 8:34:08 AM 
Subject: the Hub 

Dear Brian, 
I am writing against any rezoning for the Hub development. 
I feel that this development is inappropriate for the proposed location. Possibly the developers 
could locate this proposed development in an area that will not have such a negative impact on the 
South side neighborhood or the downtown.  
There were so many excellent arguments against the Hub stated at the Planning and Zoning 
meeting held on January 13, 2016. 
It was obvious that the citizens of Flagstaff do not support this development and hopefully even the 
developers hear this message. 
 
Thank you for your time, 
 
Mary McKell 
111 East Oak Ave #4 
Flagstaff, Arizona 86001 



1-29-15

To Staff and Commissioners

This letter contains information that has come to light to members of the community recently 
and is respectfully submitted. It is submitted by one person here but has been researched and 
co-written by many community members. Because of time, the signatures of those members are 
not included here, but will be sent in the next few days.

1. The Hub should not be considered for transect zoning.

A project may opt into transect zoning not simply by right, but only if it meets all transect 
zoning standards. The Hub does not meet all the standards for transect zoning or therefore 
qualify for any of the unique advantages associated with it, such as reduced parking 
requirements, as noted from Flagstaffʼs Zoning Code below:

Preamble P.090, Using the Flagstaff Transect: 

A.1: Preserve and enhance community character;
A.2: Encourage appropriately scaled infill and development;
C.1: Build upon the reinforce the unique character of Flagstaff;
C.4: Ensure that architecture and landscape grow from local climate, history and building 
practice.

10-40.40.070 T4 Neighborhood 1 Standards, page 40.40-25

The primary intent of this zone is to reinforce established neighborhoods and to maintain 
neighborhood stability in walkable urban areas, while allowing such areas to evolve with 
the integration of small building footprints and medium density building types. 
Appropriate dwelling units might include bungalow courts, duplexes, and apartment 
houses, which are typically smaller than those found in other zones.

10-40.40.090 T5 Main Street Standards, page 40.40-37

The primary intent of this Zone is to reinforce the vitality of the downtown area adjacent 
to the core, to allow it to expand and evolve, and to revived an appropriate transition into 
existing neighborhoods. 

The intent of the T5 Sub-Zone is to provide the appropriate form and scale for areas that 
are transitional between commercial and residential uses, and to allow the neighborhood 
commercial areas to expand as the market demand grows.

The Zone and Sub-Zone are intended to preserve and build upon the existing pattern of 
development. New development, renovations, and additions should be in character and 
scale with existing valued patterns.

Because of failure to meet the intent of transect zoning standards, the Zoning Map Amendment 
should legally be denied. 

2. The zoning map amendment request should be denied.



If the project is not eligible for transect zoning, then the T4/T5 swap would of course not be an 
issue. Beyond that:

T4 zoning allows a maximum 3-1/5 story height and 60% lot coverage. This is needed along 
Mikes Pike as a buffer between the viable, existing, mixed use residential neighborhood and the 
property along the busy Milton Road. T5 zoning allows a maximum of 5 story and 80% lot 
coverage, too intense a use within the existing neighborhood, and belongs along Milton where it 
is currently designated.

The 3-1/2 story height limit in the zoning code is more in line with recommendations in the 
Southside 2005 specific plan, which is in turn referred to in the Regional Plan. This maximum 
building height is more appropriate to the historic, mixed use, pedestrian, residential 
neighborhood. Allowing 5 stories along Mikes Pike be a precedent that would dwarf existing 
structures and further encourage future development of this height on other lots along Mikes 
Pike and possibly eventually east into the neighborhood. This would create a false value based 
on height and density that would replace the existing value of the neighborhood as an up and 
coming arts district which is even now developing within current zoning rules and plan 
guidelines. Approving this zoning map amendment would in effect be a top-down decision to 
change the land use of the neighborhood which should be not permitted without significant 
public input and dialog and a change to official documents such as the Regional Plan. Staff in 
itʼs recommendations and the Commission in itʼs decision should consider the long term effect 
of this request, not just for the project itself and the ends it seeks to achieve, but to the 
neighborhood which is is committed to preserve and reinforce as per the Regional Plan.

Sections of the code referred to above in 1. can also be restated here as legal reasons why the 
zoning request amendment should be denied.

2a. Because the discussion of “form-based code” has been opened, the proposed form of the 
Hub should be discussed in particular. Although the Hub is called an apartment house by the 
developer—and a property owner can certainly call their building any whimsical name they like
—the actual form it takes is much more similar to large hotels in Flagstaff such as the Drury and 
the Raddison than apartment houses in the downtown area. The definitions section of the 
zoning code, 10-80.20.010 defines an apartment house as:

Apartment house: A building type that is a medium-to-large sized structure that consists 
four to 12 side-by-side and/or stacked dwelling units, typically with one shared entry. 

While the T5 section of the code allows a “courtyard apartment”, the code does not define this 
building type. 

But a review of the other “allowed building types” listed in T4—carriage house, single-family 
house, duplex, townhouse, bungalow court, live/work, and variations—imply smaller building 
types and variety in form. T4 uses the same list but adds in in commercial block, with of course 
a higher building type permitted. This building type is commonly seen in historic downtown 
Flagstaff and is presumed to constitute the “community character” that the Regional Plan, 
Southside Plan and Transect Zoning code section are referring when they encourage 
preservation of it. This is also the reason the majority of people who look at renderings of the 
Hub have the immediate reaction that it is “wrong” for the area.



3. The Room and Board Conditional Use Permit should be denied.

It is understood that the room and board permit provides functional ability for Core and the 
future owner of the property to follow their profit model better than renting by the unit, as well as 
to more easily evict the problem tenants their experience has shown them will certainly occur. 
However, since this project is proposed within an existing neighborhood rather than a more 
autonomous zone, it is inappropriate and should not be all granted. 

The evidence both here in Flagstaff (see police reports about The Grove and other student 
housing projects) that rent by the bed, as well as those in other communities, including other 
Hub projects (see newspaper article about the Hub in Tucson that was submitted previously), is 
that there are unique problems associated with student housing projects that are not inherent in 
typical apartment houses. Add to that the much larger population of this particular project, and 
such problems are likely to be exacerbated. When dropped into an existing neighborhood, those 
problems become the neighborhoodʼs problems, ones that can be solved only by police and 
security and canʼt be solved neighbor-to-neighbor any longer.

There is also an important question to be asked about the reputation of Hub projects in other 
communities (see the sampling of student reviews also submitted), whether their ability rent by 
the bed will create similar problems here in Flagstaff, and whether the room and board permit 
applied at this scale will create an undesirable project that will have to be accommodated by the 
neighborhood for the long term. 

The property owner has stated that anyone who wants to can rent in the Hub, young 
professionals, graduate students—even families, as they said in the last public meeting to the 
community gathered there. This is again disingenuous, as young professionals, families and 
even graduate students are unlikely to rent by the bed. Core may want to use the term “multi-
family” housing for the the benefits it provides to them. There is no law against their calling it 
“multi-family”, an “apartment house” or even the Taj Mahal if they so desire, but that doesnʼt 
make it true.

In whatever form this building takes, it has better longevity and therefore value to the 
neighborhood if it is not limited in itʼs use to students, as the room and board permit would do. 

4. Increased density for this project should be denied.

The density that would be achieved by this project depends upon the transect zoning conditions 
having been fully met, which they havenʼt, followed by the two uses being switched. If a project 
that didnʼt use transect zoning were submitted for conditional use permit to increase the density 
to “the most dense/intense building in the city” in this existing historic neighborhood, it would be 
inappropriate to grant permission for it. 

Transect zoning and the advantages it offers is based on the idea of an exchange between the 
community and the project—the project can benefit from existing, mature infrastructure and in 
return offers something. This project takes advantage of a theoretical parking infrastructure 
which doesnʼt really exist, turns within to a large internal courtyard area for renters only, and 
claims that by offering some commercial property to Mikes Pike (which will most likely be leased 
by business that cater to the students within), there is an equal exchange. We dispute this.



Conclusion:

Given staffʼs concerns about the appropriateness of this project for the proposed location (as 
opposed to similar projects in other non-neighborhood locations), we are very puzzled about 
why they are recommending it to the Commission, even with the minor height changes they 
include in the recommendation. It is clear that Flagstaff Regional Plan: Place Matters, is a 
decision guiding document as stated in Section III-4, How This Plan Works that is:

“used in the regulatory decision-making process by the City Planning and Zoning Commission, 
City Council, and City staff. The Commission and the Council are responsible for making 
development decisions such as zoning map amendments or annexations approval of which 
depends on whether the proposed changes or projects are consistent with the Planʼs goals and 
policies.”

As citizens who are reacting to this project, we have been encouraged to involve ourselves in 
changing the rules and and writing a new Southside specific plan and thereby strengthen our 
ability to prevent projects like this one that will forever change our existing historic 
neighborhoods and halt the progress they have made in the last few years. We will certainly do 
this, but how can we be sure such action will in fact provide any more protection if staff, 
Commission and Council do not make recommendations based on plans and rules we already 
have in place? In the T4 section of the Zoning Code for example, which consists of 5 pages, 
how are the last 4 pages more “legal” than the first page, which describes itʼs very intent? This, 
and certainly the Regional Plan which was painstakingly written with substantial citizen input, 
are what we rely upon to make our case to staff, Commission and Council, since in most cases 
we do not have the resource of a zoning attorney at our disposal. So while we will certainly 
participate in creating more official documents that will express our vision for Flagstaff, and in 
greater detail, yet there is no assurance they will make a difference if they are not followed by 
the staff and officials we depend on to follow them.

A property owner has “rights” which we do not dispute. This property ownerʼs attorney has 
explained to the community in public meetings that working with us was an optional offering to 
the community, but that legally they have the “right” to build whatever they want under basic 
zoning code. This is disingenuous as they are indeed asking for substantial exceptions from the 
community—a zoning map amendment, significantly higher density, and a room and board 
permit. In return, they are stretching the limits of what they are permitted to build in many 
directions. The “rights” they have as property owners come with responsibilities to the 
community they want to build in. Staff and Commission might feel that they are more 
responsible to the property owner, especially with the threat of Proposition 207 lawsuits lingering 
in the air, than to the community. But the official documents, current and in the future, that define 
and detail the communityʼs shared vision for Flagstaff, represent the “rights” of the community, 
which they should feel as strongly.

This is a critical case that you are asked to decide on. The implications of your decision will 
resonate not only in the future of our neighborhoods, but the future of Flagstaff as community 
people from all over the world visit because of itʼs very special and unique qualities.

Respectfully,
Marie Jones
116 W. Benton
Flagstaff, AZ 86001
602 576-9262



These are a sampling of reviews of Hub projects gathered from the web. 

Student and Parent Comments 
About The HUB 

• 7/1/2015  
• I have had two daughters live here on separate occasions.  One daughter moved 

in when it first opened as the Hub and other a year later when it became 
University House. (Note: Core sold to University House after one year but they still show 
this property on their website).  
 
Both management teams were terribly inefficient and unorganized.   My one daughter was 
living there when a pipe busted and flooded three floors causing tenants to move out for 
six weeks.  It was chaotic with tenants being forced to leave apartment doors unlocked 
with easy access for numerous repair people to personal belongings during this time. 
 When tenants were able to move back in, the trash chutes could not be accessed due to 
electrical wires they had to temporarily run through the chute space as the repair/remold 
was not completed. Trash, visualize piles and piles of stinky trash, lined the hallways 
during the summer months. 
 
Not the only time my family has encountered disgusting living conditions when visiting our 
kids. We have seen lots of urine, vomit and more trash in the elevators and hallways over 
the past couple years.  Not to mention the times I have been woken up to someone 
screaming in the early morning hours.  The last time, some guy was throwing a girl 
against a wall at 2AM.  We had Tempe police knocking on our door a half an hour later to 
ask what we saw and heard. 
 
My second daughter moved out halfway through the school year.  She paid an extra 85% 
of her rent to be given priority on the wait list for apartments with rooms that were 
available.  Leasing staff often did not show her apartment even though we paid for the 
priority status.  We later found out that there were only 5 female only rooms on that list. 
There was really no need to pay the extra fees.  I called the leasing office one day to find 
out that the leasing staff did not have an update list on what apartments with rooms were 
available.  Our daughter's room was not on the list. At one point, the leasing office's 
phones and email were down for two weeks making it difficult for potential lessors to 
inquire about rooms to relet. 
 
Also, the turnover rate with the leasing staff is constant for both managers and agents. 
 
When the room was finally relet, it took 60 days for Inland America AKA University House 
to refund us rent that was paid. 
 
It is truly surprising that the state housing department has not fined or sued this 
company. 

Comments about Madison HUB 

Jake L 
in the last week- 
The worst living experience I've had in Madison to date. DO NOT LIVE HERE. 
 

https://www.google.com/maps/contrib/117809569130358501405/reviews


As you can see in the google reviews below, every single good review was placed at the exact 
same time. I know a few of the individuals and they are either living with a staff member or are 
friends with them. I'm assuming the staff is trying to get the ratings up on Google Reviews. 
 
Do not be fooled by the amenities here, as soon as you sign your lease forget about any respect 
from the staff whatsoever. The place is run by some of the most unintelligent individuals I have 
talked to. The sauna has been closed down for weeks at a time with no warning whatsoever, the 
printer is always broken, and multiple fees have been enlisted without prior consent. (Such as a 
fee for the water and electricity of the common areas?) 
 
I guess they are building a Hub 2 across the street, and there are giant cranes blocking any sort 
of view we used to have, let alone any peace and quiet. My sink has broken twice and the water 
pressure is nonexistent.  
 
A quote from the repair man after all of the cushions on our outdoor patio were ripped "Every 
single piece of furniture here has came right off the boat from china." Thanks dude, I'm guessing 
they will scheme us out of our deposit as well.  
 
I wish I could give these apartments a 0 out of 5 as I would leave immediately if I could. IT IS 
NOT WORTH LIVING HERE. DO NOT BE FOOLED. There is plenty more to complain about but I do 
not have time to continue with this post, the only good thing about this place is the pool on the 
roof that's open 5 months a year.  

Will S 
3 weeks ago- 
This place is run by fools. Management is atrocious.  
 
They've scheduled fire drills at 9am every week for the first two months of living here. They've 
hired security guards that have left an unconscious drunk female incapacitated face down on the 
lobby couch and when prompted if they thought it was something that needed to be dealt with 
the male guard shrugged it off as a nonissue. Management split the water bill between the entire 
complex instead of just our own usage, since I am considerably more conservation minded than 
most I end up paying for others egregious habits. Management has also refused to refund us for 
a two week period where we were incapable of living in our units due to delayed construction in 
effect taking a half month of rent from all of us. Several times our mail has not been processed 
in a timely fashion leading to packages and letters being given to us days after tracking shows 
delivered. Last week management started bringing in cranes for their new building across 
Gilman Street called The James Madison formerly known as Hub 2. The arrival of this equipment 
has blocked our parking lot exit and has bisected Gilman. 
 
The level of sheer ineptitude needed to accomplish these feats bewilders me. 
 
I have no drawers in my bathroom. The water pressure in my sink is terrible. The walls are 
paper thin. I have a pathetically weak night light in my ceiling fan, I needed to buy lamps to get 
any sort of lighting in my room. I can hear the TV blaring at 10% through my bedroom door. Hot 
water is rarity. The door on the washer and drying unit has slots and lets all the noise through. 
The sauna and hot tubs are always closed for maintenance. The gym and 2nd floor courtyard 
areas are usually in dire need of a good cleaning. If you live facing into the courtyard there are 
cameras positioned that can see everything that happens inside your room. The garbage chute is 
pathetically small and is good for walgreens sized plastic bags only. 

David 
a month ago- 

https://www.google.com/maps/contrib/116037142017056651246/reviews
https://www.google.com/maps/contrib/117780257962768328415/reviews


I don't know about other units, but I recommand you not to live in either studio or 1 bedroom 
unit. 
I currently live in 1 bedroom, and IT IS REALLY REALLY SMALL. 
I wish I could've known that the room was going to be this small. People at the leasing office last 
year told me that 1bedrrom would be about the same size as their model unit, which they had at 
the office. Well... guess what. It is not even close to that size. 
You can probably fit like 4-5 people in the living room, and it will be so full that you won't even 
be moving around. 
Also, you can smell all kinds of things (you know what) from other units on downstairs and 
upstairs. 
When I moved in, there were several spots in the unit where it had stains, and also there were 
garbages everywhere. I had to spend some time to clean it up. 
As many people mentioned, water pressure at the bathroom is so bad. It takes me double or 
triple time to wash. I feel like this would lead to much worse waste on water. Seriously, what 
were they thinking when installing this crap on. 
I was going to move to Lucky apartment next year, because they provide free parkings for those 
who live in 1 bedroom unit for over 1 or 2 years, but every 1 bedroom was gone for next year so 
that kind of sucks. 
It is not worth $1425 living here. I'm paying 250 more over that for parking. I'm pretty much 
stuck here until I graduate lol. Thanks for providing so much information before I moved in. That 
really worked! 

Rachel Peterson 
2 months ago- 
If I could give this place 0 stars, I would. It is genuinely one of the worst apartment buildings in 
Madison. Do not let the 4 ho tubs, saunas, and rooftop pool fool you. This place is actually a 
joke!! Everything is a lot smaller and the noise is CRAZY! they said the walls are insulated and 
thats a lie! You can hear every party going on from the rooftop to the entrance. All the 
appliances are very CHEAP quality! Forget the bluetooth speaker because that doesn't make up 
for the horrible water pressure and cold water every morning! the rooms are extremely SMALL 
compared to what their blueprints said! And the STAFF might be the WORST thing about this 
building. They are extremely RUDE, they never have an answer for your questions and always 
refer you to their 30 page lease which is also no help! The are honestly a bunch of idiots sitting 
in an office pretending to do work! The old manager told me to email her and never replied to 
my email. When I came into the office, I saw her sprint into her office and the person at the 
front desk told me she was busy. Talk about "professional"! "Security" is a joke because if you 
hand them some cash, they will do anything you need them to do! I urge you not to bring your 
money here. Do not give these people a penny! if it wasn't for the lease they have me locked 
into... I would be out of here in a heartbeat! The day my lease ends is my day of freedom! And 
they weren't able to lease out the building this year! they are barely at 70% occupancy. I truly 
hope someone does something about them to remove them from Madison  

Comments and Recent Article about HUB in South Carolina 

Vincent Esposito 
4 months ago 
The hub seems great at the beginning, however, it is all just a sham. The office staff is horrible 
and never helps with anything. Nothing ever works in the building. The elevators are constantly 
out of order and everything started falling apart from day 1. Upon moving out of my apartment I 
noted there was one paint chip on my bedroom wall that would need repairing, but I figured that 
would be normal wear and tear. Apparently, that warranted a $343 painting bill. Don't live here, 

https://www.google.com/maps/contrib/100370298742685631577/reviews
https://www.google.com/maps/contrib/107041883104987114893/reviews


the rent is way too high for the quality of the product and they will nickle and dime you until you 
are broke.  

Madeleine Bell 
3 months ago 
Horrible management. Very unprofessional and disorganized. If you go into the leasing office 
with a problem expect them to roll their eyes at you and not take anything seriously unless you 
bug them constantly. Things are alway broken and very overpriced for what you get. Would not 
recommend as a place to live. Period. 

Alex Funke 
4 months ago 
The hub is a scam. They will be nice and friendly and put on an amazing act when you are 
looking at renting... However once you sign a lease that is when everything will change. The 
management is awful. Nothing seems to ever be working (especially the elevators). The 
furniture is worse than ikea furniture... and the list can go on and on. Also DO NOT EXPECT to 
get a security deposit back... They will nickel and dime you. When we left the room was in 
amazing condition. However according to the HUB it need 294.69 cents worth of paint, along 
with a 50.31 cleaning fee. This is completely ridiculous because the walls were in great condition 
and the room was fully cleaned. Also that is just my charges. Now there were an additional 3 
roommates living there so just imagine what they were charged....  
 
Also basement parking is very sketch.... I would recommend walking with a buddy back from the 
basement to the complex due to a high frequency of drug users making the surrounds their 
homes... Also the basement elevator always breaks down... So at night if you are coming back 
late from a class, you have to walk down an alley way in order to get to the complex...  
 
Also upon moving in there was no WIFI for over a month. The office staff said in person they will 
compensate residents down the road for this... That never happened...  
 
It just makes me sick that these people at the hub at able to sleep at night.... 
 
THESE PEOPLE HAVE NO MORALS OR SOULS...  
 
Also you will notice they have 60 5 star reviews... a majority of these reviews were written when 
the complex was being built by local businesses trying to suck up to the hub 
 
Breaking: Controversy Surrounding The Hub At Columbia 
Former residents are infuriated with what they say is unfair treatment. 

Victoria Daczkowski in Lifestyle on Sep 13, 2015  

Where you live has a large impact on your year. Are you close to the Greek Village? Are you 
close to downtown? How big is the apartment? How is the parking situation? These are all 
questions you should ask yourself before signing a lease for the coming school year. 

For students already thinking about where to live next year, consider checking the reviews for 
apartment complexes in the area. There are plenty of places for University of South Carolina 
students to live, and most are very affordable and vary in types of amenities. There also always 
seem to be new apartment complexes catering to students moving off campus after their 
freshman year. 

https://www.google.com/maps/contrib/118382719365097874104/reviews
https://www.google.com/maps/contrib/105335395393858400707/reviews


In fall of 2014, a brand new apartment complex opened on Main Street in downtown Columbia -- 
The Hub. The slots available filled up before that fall semester was over, and it was expected to 
be the coolest place to live. But, now, a year later, its reputation is starting to deteriorate. 

When tenants first moved in, they instantly began to find problems. Issues ranged from the Wi-
Fi not working, to not even having a refrigerator in the apartment. The apartment complex was 
poorly made and they issued "worse than Ikea furniture" (2014-2015 resident). 

"I was supposed to have a walk in closet, but didn't upon moving in and it took them weeks to 
compensate me for it. We put in at least five work orders and they fixed it the month we moved 
out," said that anonymous resident. 

Many of those first tenants have now moved out, but are now faced with another problem: move 
out reports and bills. Former residents have reportedly been charged hundreds of dollars for 
repainting and repairs, with no evidence of it being necessary. 

"Move out charges between three roommates was over $1000 for painting and cleaning," said a 
2014-2015 resident. Those residents say that their apartments were spotless and were in no 
way damaged, or in need of repainting. 

The Hub at Columbia Facebook page has recently even been flooded with posts by angry 
residents and their parents.  

In the past few weeks, The Hub at Columbia's rating had dropped from a 4.8 (out of five) to a 
2.8, and the comments and reviews keep coming. Students, residents and parents are furious 
with the complex and the management. 

"Dealing with the leasing office was a constant struggle. They take advantage of our age and 
inexperience and try to get as much money as possible out of our bank accounts. The property 
manager has no sense of customer service or respect," said a 2014-2015 resident. 

Facebook reviews from oxford miss 

Had problems all year with the Management of this facility. At the completion of the lease they 
charged my daughters for services that were not rendered and for damages in the common 
areas of the apartment that were there when we moved in (even after we notified them of the 
damages). The kids that work at The Hub were always very nice and accommodating, but to 
expect them to run this facility was a bit of an oversight on management's part. Would not keep 
my kid there every again. 

It looks great from the beginning, until you have a maintenance issue! And, don't expect to get 
your security deposit back. They go through great strides to find anything possible to eat it up! 
Don't believe the line about 'normal wear and tear'! Also, BEFORE you sign the lease, ask them 
to provide you with move-out requirements! Ridiculous! For the amount of rent you pay, 
professional carpet cleaning after you move out, should be covered! 

Do not recommend! I agree with many of the comments- should have paid more attention when 
signing the lease. Families- considering this place for your child- as stated don't expect to get 
your deposit back no matter what you do. I drove 14 hours each way to make sure my daughter 
left things clean. We washed walls and scrubbed the kitchen, cleaned blinds and the ceiling fan! 
Silly me thought that the security deposit was for damage. But no... they charged for HVAC 
filters, 2 l... 



I've been here for couple of months. All the stuff they have to offer is nice. But maintenance is 
crappy. You can never get them to fix anything you ask them to. And when you ask them about 
something.. They just say I have no idea when it will be fixed are there working on it. When they 
been saying that for 3 months. 

If you think is will be a good place to stay, it's all smoke and mirrors. THIS PLACE IS A RIP 
OFF!!! THE RENT IS EXPENSIVE AS HELL AND WILL MAKE UP CHARGES AND TAKE AWAY YOUR 
SECURITY DEPOSIT AT THE END OF THE YEAR!!!! The student workers are not helpful and the 
manager always refer you to them. RUN AND NEVER LEASE; You'll regret it.



To Staff and Commissioners,

The following articles from the Corvallis Gazette-Times is an example of how parties can opt to 
slow down a process that is not fully ready for action:

The Hub' project at Timberhill in limbo
March 31, 2015 4:42 pm
JAMES DAY Corvallis Gazette-Times

Plans for an 835-resident student housing complex on Timberhill, known as "The Hub," have 
been put on hold.

Core Campus, a Chicago-based student housing development firm and GPA1, a local group 
which owns the land, told city staffers Tuesday that they wish to postpone the application while 
they address concerns raised in the 93-page staff report (see text in the online version of this 
story).

The city, however, has not canceled tonightʼs scheduled 7 p.m. Planning Commission hearing at 
the Corvallis Senior Center.

At issue is the 120-day rule, which requires that public agencies pass judgment on completed 
land-use applications within 120 days. The Timberhill developers are asking to stop the 120-day 
clock. The city says that the applicant needs to waive the 120-day requirement before its 
request to postpone the hearing will be considered.

Thus, at presstime, the hearing remained on the schedule, although that could change today.

Lyle Hutchens of Devco Engineering, the project manager of the development, said in a letter to 
the city that the applicants “request that each application be taken off the Planning Commission 
agenda, put on hold and remain on hold until further written notice is received by the city.” (See 
the full text online.)

In addition, Hutchens wrote that the applicants “hereby extend the statutory deadlines for a final 
local decision from (Tuesday) until written notice is provided.”

City staff recommended in its March 25 report that the Planning Commission deny the 
application, which covers the 30 acres of The Hub student housing project as well as subdivides 
the remaining 190 acres of land. The report cited concerns with variances that the developers 
have asked for regarding grading the project, as well as street construction and stormwater 
detention.

In addition, staff have requested that the developers provide detailed development plans for the 
entire 200-plus acres of land. The developers have refused to do so, saying that because no 
final plans exist for the remaining acreage that such studies would be meaningless.

“The applicants are in this for the long run,” Hutchens wrote. “They want to get it right and are 
open to working with the cityʼs suggestions about how to arrange the uses on the site (and) look 



forward to working with staff to prepare supplemental information that will support positive 
recommendations from staff.”

The developers, however, are opposed to waiving the 120-day rule, which is in place to ensure 
that projects are acted on in a timely manner.

“Most cities stop the clock,” said Chuck Kingsley, a broker with Commercial Associates, who is 
working with the developer on the project. “Itʼs not unusual for a staff report to come out and for 
the applicant to ask for a postponement so they can sort things out. Most applications are not as 
complex as this. Itʼs an extremely charged case.”

Neighbors in the Timberhill area opposed to the project have formed a group called the 
Northwest Alliance Corvallis and have hired land-use attorney Daniel Stotter.

“The applicants saw their proposal was a sinking ship that was not going to be well received 
(by) the Planning Commission,” Stotter said, “and that their proposal was likely to denied, so the 
day before their public hearing, they have sought an indefinite ʻholdʼ on their land-use 
applications, in order to make a last-ditch attempt to patch the holes.”

Rob Wood, the managing member of GPA1, agreed that the staff recommendations 
influenced the development group.

“This was a decision just made based upon the recently received staff report,” Wood said. “We 
want to fully read and understand the positions and comments so we may appropriately address 
and respond to them. We felt the short amount of time would not allow a thoughtful answer.”

Neighbors remain hopeful.

“It would be great if they return with something that is respectful of the unique environment of 
that site,” said Curtis Wright, who lives on Northwest Poppy Drive. Wright said that revised plans 
should be “sensitive to the concerns of the neighboring residents and (show) they really do care 
about the future well-being of Corvallis.”
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Brian Kulina

From: nancy@flaghomes.com
Sent: Friday, January 29, 2016 3:17 PM
To: Brian Kulina
Cc: nancy@flaghomes.com
Subject: info on Hub for meeting
Attachments: Hub letter and attachments.pdf; sample lease.pdf

Attached please find a cover letter and documents for consideration at next Wednesday's P and Z. 
Nancy Branham 
I will stop by and make sure you received this. 
928-856-0036 
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Brian Kulina

From: Duffie Westheimer <dwestheimer@gmail.com>
Sent: Friday, January 29, 2016 10:40 PM
To: Brian Kulina
Subject: pls add my name to the letter

Follow Up Flag: Follow up
Flag Status: Completed

Greetings Mr. Kulina, 
 
Please add my name to Marie Jones' 29 January 2016 letter about the Core Campus project proposed for the 
Phoenix Ave./Mike's Pike location.  
 
Thank you, 
Duffie Westheimer 
720 W. Aspen Ave. 
Flagstaff, AZ 86001 
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Brian Kulina

From: Charlie Silver <cws720@gmail.com>
Sent: Friday, January 29, 2016 11:31 PM
To: Brian Kulina
Cc: Mark Sawyers
Subject: signatory to M. Jones letter re: Hub

Follow Up Flag: Follow up
Flag Status: Completed

Dear Brian, 
 
Please add my name to the letter dated 29 Jan 16 (incorrectly noted as 1-29-15) from Marie Jones to P&Z 
Commission re: Hub proposed development.  
 
Thanks very much, 
 
Charlie Silver 
720 Aspen Ave. 
Flagstaff, AZ 86001 
928-779-2782 
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Brian Kulina

From: Patrice Giordano <pgiordano9@gmail.com>
Sent: Saturday, January 30, 2016 1:26 PM
To: Brian Kulina

Follow Up Flag: Follow up
Flag Status: Completed

Please add my name to the important letter you composed regarding the hub development.  
Thank you. Patrice Giordano.  
 
 
--  
Patrice� 
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Brian Kulina

From: mpcreh@aol.com
Sent: Sunday, January 31, 2016 10:29 AM
To: Brian Kulina
Subject: Marie Jones letter--signature

Follow Up Flag: Follow up
Flag Status: Completed

Dear Mr. Kulina,  
I have read and fully agree with Marie Jones eloquent letter of 1/29/16 regarding sound objections to The Hub 
development. 
Please add my signature to her submission. 
When your own colleague, Mr. Sawyers, made the statement that staff was "surprised" by the "intensity and density" of 
this proposal, that speaks volumes.  
I still strongly urge staff, P&Z, and Council to curtail this "audacious" inappropriate development.  
Thank you, 
Rose Houk 
824 W. Cherry Ave. 
Flagstaff, AZ 86001  
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Brian Kulina

From: Juliana Bartlett <bartlettjuliana@gmail.com>
Sent: Monday, February 01, 2016 1:42 PM
To: Brian Kulina
Subject: The Hub

Follow Up Flag: Follow up
Flag Status: Completed

   A sense of place? " The intrinsic character of a place,or the meaning people give it,but more often,a mixture of both.... 
"A strong identity and character that is deeply felt by local inhabitants and by many visitors ...."  A sense of place 
involves the human experience in a landscape...the local knowledge and folklore.....Our  historic neighborhoods 
currently have this...As a community,We have worked very hard to  
nourish   this... The hub project jeopardizes our history and our sense of place,what makes flagstaff unique and what's 
important to us as a community... 
   As was outlined to you at the last meeting...this project is not appropriate for this location ... I drove  down Phoenix st. 
the other day on my way to Macy's ...snow was on both sides of the street, a bus was coming the other way...a bike rider 
was on my side,  and there simply was no room for all of us to move forward without waiting for one another...I thought 
to myself... Where is the common sense with this project???? I observed the surroundings of this historic neighborhood 
and tried to visualize the impact of this building ....I felt heartbroken at the thought... 
  I urge you to review all the reasons that this project should not go forward in this location .I ask that the Planning and 
Zoning Commission deny Core Campus 's request To amend the Downtown Regulating Plan,and for a conditional Use 
Permit for the Hub. 
   Please listen to your community.. 
         Best, Juliana Bartlett 
 
                   
 
 
 
 
 
                
 
                           BE KIND 
FOR EVERYONE YOU MEET IS FIGHTING A 
BATTLE YOU KNOW NOTHING ABOUT. 
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Brian Kulina

From: Jen Blue <oldcaves@yahoo.com>
Sent: Tuesday, February 02, 2016 6:07 AM
To: Brian Kulina
Cc: Mark Sawyers
Attachments: p&z ltr.pdf

Follow Up Flag: Follow up
Flag Status: Completed

Dear Brian, 
 
I would like to add my name to those who have signed on to the attached letter.  
 
Thank you and best regards, 
Jen Blue 
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Brian Kulina

From: Diana Thorson <thorsond@commspeed.net>
Sent: Tuesday, February 02, 2016 6:35 PM
To: Brian Kulina
Subject: The Hub Meeting Feb 4
Attachments: Flagstaff Business News on THE HUB.pdf

Follow Up Flag: Follow up
Flag Status: Completed

Mr. Richard Thorson 
4521 E. Flintwood Ln. 
Flagstaff, AZ 86004 
February 4, 2016 
Mr. Brian Kulina, AICP 
Planning Development Manager 
Planning & Development Services 
211 West Aspen Ave. 
Flagstaff, AZ 86001 

RE: Attached Article: “Tourism Officials Mark Record Year” 
Dear Mr. Kulina, 
Tourism is one of our largest businesses in Flagstaff and tourists most certainly do not want to interact with 
college students. In my business, I deal with tourists from all over the world. They come for the Grand Canyon 
and Flagstaff as a destination, not student interaction. 
The Hub will interfere with our tourist’s ability to enjoy downtown as it is now by destroying its current 
ambience with a building at its center that has no design appeal let alone a connection to our historic 
heritage. Additionally, the tremendous congestion will not only take away tourist access to downtown, but 
prevent our own residents from all over the city to access the venues and businesses in the downtown area. 
Perhaps this is the reason, you have had little or no input from others living on the east side of town; since the 
late 80’s it has been a challenge to navigate the area in a car and find parking. Little has been done by the city 
to alleviate the problem, and is doing the opposite by adding to the congestion by the approval of hotels. The 
situation has literally driven a large part of the city’s population away, feeling lucky to have made it through 
the congestion challenges just to get to the desired businesses on “the other side” of town, avoiding 
downtown. 
It is time to take a stand, preventing projects such as this to be built at this, or any downtown location. It is not 
good for Flagstaff as a tourist destination and will destroy our small town feeling. The rezoning will allow great 
financial benefit to the developer, reaping no rewards (financial or otherwise) for tourists and the residents. 
As per the article, The Convention & Visitor’s Bureau is doing a great job of marketing our once quaint town. 
Let’s make sure it is as they say it is—not a part of the college campus, as is Mill St. in Tempe. 
Sincerely, 
Richard Thorson 
928.853‐9168 
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Brian Kulina

From: Carol Hagen <cbhagen777@gmail.com>
Sent: Wednesday, February 03, 2016 12:11 PM
To: Brian Kulina
Subject: The Hub

Follow Up Flag: Follow up
Flag Status: Completed

Dear Mr. Kulina 
I am a business owner located at 209 Benton Ave. I wholeheartedly agree with Marie Jones and all comments 
made in her most recent letter. I look forward to our city planners making the right decisions concerning the 
Hub. I commend you all on your ability to revisit prior assumptions as all successful business owners, 
entrepreneurs, parents, administrators and even city officials must regularly do as new information indicates the 
need. 
Sincerely  
Carol Hagen  
928 699-2459 
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Brian Kulina

From: Rick Moore <moore.rick@yahoo.com>
Sent: Wednesday, February 03, 2016 12:37 PM
To: Brian Kulina
Subject: Re: Allowed Building Types Question
Attachments: Marie Jones Letter.pdf

Follow Up Flag: Follow up
Flag Status: Completed

Hi Brian- 
I see the inconsistency. I hope it's cleared up by removing commercial block from T4 zones. Thanks 
for the clarification. By the way, while I know it's late to do this, could you please sign me on to the 
attached letter? I'd appreciate it. 
Rick 
 
 

From: Brian Kulina  
To: 'Rick Moore'  
Cc: Mark Sawyers  
Sent: Wednesday, February 3, 2016 10:19 AM 
Subject: RE: Allowed Building Types Question 
 
Hi Rick, 
There are some inconsistencies in the Code with respect to Table 10-50.110.030.A and the 
Subsections C of the specific transect zones. This is going to be remedied in the proposed Zoning 
Code amendments. In the meantime, staff’s positions has been to promote flexibility with the transect 
zones thus leading to the utilization of the table when determining appropriate building types. 
Correct. If the building type identified in Section 10-50.110.030 places additional limitations on the 
use or form of the building, a courtyard apartment must have 4-24 units or the width of a stacked 
duplex cannot exceed 36’, respectively, they would be applied in the review and application of 
proposed transect development. 

Brian J Kulina, AICP 
Planning Development Manager 
P: (928) 213-2613 | F: (928) 213-2089 
From: Rick Moore [mailto:moore.rick@yahoo.com]  
Sent: Wednesday, February 03, 2016 10:09 AM 
To: Brian Kulina 
Cc: Mark Sawyers 
Subject: Re: Allowed Building Types Question 
Hi Brian- 
Thanks for the prompt response. 
I don't see where commercial block is an allowed building type in table C under T4N.1 or 2. Could you 
please send me where that is shown? 
Just for future clarity, I understand that the transect zones are form based, but there are also 
limitations listed for building types. For instance, an apartment courtyard building type must have no 
fewer than 4 units or more than 24 (Table C, 50.110-25), correct? 
Rick 
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From: Brian Kulina <BKulina@flagstaffaz.gov> 
To: "'moore.rick@yahoo.com'" <moore.rick@yahoo.com>  
Cc: Mark Sawyers <msawyers@flagstaffaz.gov> 
Sent: Wednesday, February 3, 2016 8:39 AM 
Subject: RE: Allowed Building Types Question 
Rick- 
Specific building types are addressed in Section 10-50.110 of the Zoning Code. Table 10-50.110.030.A of the 
Zoning Code, a copy of which is attached, identifies that appropriate building types for specific transect zones. 
The proposed development is utilizing the Commercial Block building type, which, in accordance with the table, 
is appropriate in the T4, T5, and T6 transect zones. Further, they building type descriptions or names do not 
limit the uses that can be found/established within that building type (i.e. commercial uses could occupy a 
Single-Family Cottage and residential uses could occupy a Commercial Block). The building types are used to 
ensure that the proper form is achieved in each transect zone. 

Brian J Kulina, AICP 
Planning Development Manager 
P: (928) 213-2613 | F: (928) 213-2089 
From: Mark Sawyers  
Sent: Wednesday, February 03, 2016 8:27 AM 
To: Brian Kulina 
Subject: FW: Allowed Building Types Question 
Brian could you please provide a response for Rick. 
Thanks 
Mark 
From: Rick Moore [mailto:moore.rick@yahoo.com]  
Sent: Tuesday, February 02, 2016 8:01 PM 
To: Mark Sawyers 
Subject: Allowed Building Types Question 
Hi Mark- 
Page six of the staff report on the Hub refers to “specific building type standards, but there is no 
reference to the “Specific to Building Type” section of the code that has the descriptions and 
regulations for allowed buildings.  
However, looking at the 10-40.40.070 & .080 C. (T4N1 and T4N.2 Standards) I see that allowed 
building types are listed and a footnote says to look at 10-50.110 (Specific to Building Types) for 
“building type descriptions and regulations.”  
Among the choices for allowed building types for T4N1 and T4N.2 it seems to me that “Apartment 
House” is most similar the Hub, but when I look at 10-50.110 it appears to me that the Hub does not 
come close to the description of an “Apartment House” or the meet the number of units allowed. 
I did the same thing for T5 Main Street, except that the allowed building type that seemed most 
similar to the Hub is the “Courtyard Apartment,” but again it doesn’t match the proposed Hub. 
I’ve attached the relevant pages and highlighted the applicable text. 
Could you send me a brief explanation of which “allowed building type” planning staff believes that 
the Hub fits or why the allowed building type criteria are not applicable? 
One side note: I was somewhat involved in the process when Transect Zoning was developed. I 
supported it based on the allowed building types and photos provided as examples, all of which would 
be acceptable at the Hub location. I’m puzzled how the descriptions, photos and regulations I 
supported are allowing the Hub to move forward. 
Thanks, 
Rick 
 

















  17. A.             
CITY OF FLAGSTAFF
STAFF SUMMARY REPORT

To: The Honorable Mayor and Council

From: Stacy Saltzburg, Deputy City Clerk

Date: 02/18/2016

Meeting Date: 03/01/2016

TITLE
Future Agenda Item Request (F.A.I.R.): A request by Councilmember Putzova to place on a future
agenda a discussion on Regional Plan Goals/Policies regarding Climate Change.

RECOMMENDED ACTION:
Council direction.

EXECUTIVE SUMMARY:
Rule 4.01, Procedures for Preparation of Council Agendas, of the City of Flagstaff City Council Rules of
Procedure outlines the process for bringing items forward to a future agenda. Councilmember Putzova
has requested this item be placed on an agenda under Future Agenda Item Requests (F.A.I.R.) to
determine if there is a majority of Council interested in placing it on a future agenda.

INFORMATION:
None

Attachments: 
No file(s) attached.
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